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PROCLUS 
IIPOKAOY 


THE COMMENTARY ON THE PARMENIDES OF PLATO 
TON ΕΙΣ TON ΠΑΡΜΕΝΙΔΗΣ ΠΛΑΤΩΝΩΣ 


THE SECOND BOOK 
TO AEYTEPON BIBAION 


Socrates: 3 But explain to me about the following particulars : 


128e δὲ ξειπὲ μοι TOOE : 
Do you not consider that there is a certain Idea/Genus/Species of Likeness , 
ov νομίζεις ειναι τι ειδος OLOLOTNTOG 


Subsisting in Itself by Itself , and another One , such as This , but opposite , 
129 αὐτο καθ᾽ avto, καὶ TM αλλο τι TOLOLTO EVQVTLOV , 
which is in turn Unlike . 

O ἔστιν αὐ AVOLOLOV : 


722 We must first state again what the argument of Zeno was , and how it proceeded , 


ἡμᾶς χρη Πρῶτον eimetv παλιν τις 0 AOYOS TOD Ζηνῶνος NV , καὶ οπῶς MPOELOL 
and what Truth it possesses ; and then state how and from where to start the difficulties that Socrates 


καὶ TIVO τὴν ἀαληθειαν EYEL, εἰτὰ πῶς καὶ ποθὲν OPUMLEVOG τας ATOPLAG O Σῶκρατης 
raises against him. Certainly then , it must be taken into consideration again , that while Parmenides 
KEKLVIKE προς AVLTOV . δη οὖν αναλήπτεον Παλιν ott tov Παρμδνιδου 


was elevating All Beings to The Transcendent One Being Itself , and while withdrawing his 

OVEAKOVTOG TMAVTA τὰ OVTA προς TO EENPTNHEVOV TO EV OV ALTO , και AVAGTM@VTOSG EADTOD 

Discursive Mind from Plurality and Partibility , to The Monad of The Plentitude of All 

τὴν SIAVOLAV ATO TOD πεπληθυσμενοῦ και μεμερισμενοῦ προς τὴν μοναδα τοῦ πλήθους TAVTOG 

Beings , the majority of the people were turned in the opposite direction to his , by giving the reins 

TOV OVTOV, OL TMAELOTOL TPEMOLEVOL τὴν EVOAVTLOV EKELVM@ και ἐπισπώμενοι (EhETa) 

to the defective horse (Phaedrus 2470), and by preferring their own plurality to their Intellect and Unity , 

TO τῆς κακῆς INTO καὶ προστησάμξνοι EALTOV TO πληθος TOD VOD καὶ τῆς ενώσεως 

by not taking into consideration , on the one hand , the existence of The One Being as The Beginning , 
οὐδ’ EVOLUCOV μεν ειναι το ὃν ον τὴν ἀρχήν, 

and on the other hand , that the many and separate existences , simply exist , by receiving their entry 

723 δὲ τα πολλα και διεσπαρμδενα ATAMS ὑφεσταναι λαχοντα τὴν παροδον 

into existence apart from The One Being ; and by thinking in this way , they were clearly swept-away 

εις TO ELVAL χῶώῶρις EKELVOD : καὶ οτι νομιζοντες TOL’ OLVT@ = TpPOdNAOV διεσύυρον 

beforehand , by the doctrine of Parmenides . For by thinking that he had posited , that being is only one , 

tov Aoyov Παρμενιδοῦ : yap οἴομδξνοι EKELVOV ὑποτιθεσθαι TOOV HOVOV EV, 

and that he had denied plurality , they took the opposite course , by positing plurality devoid of unity , 
ανηρημδνοῦ πληθους, ALTOL TOVVaAVTLOV LTETLBDEVTO TO πληθους EOTEPNHEVOV TOD EVOG , 

even though plurality , on the one hand , cannot exist without participating of Unity ; for every plurality 


KQLTOL TO πληθος LEV αδύνατον μη μξτεχειν TOD EVOG: γὰρ παν πληθος 
is derived from Unity ; since there is a different unity for each plurality , thus on the other hand, all 
εστιν εξ ενος, δὲ EOTILV αλλο εν αλλοὺ πληθοὺυς οὖν δ᾽ παντοι 


pluralities and bodily masses are held together by the participation/partnership/communion of The One . 

TANON καὶ παντες TOV σώματῶν OL OYKOL KEKPATHVTAL TN μετουσια TOD EVOG . 

Now then , if on the one hand , plurality needs The One , but on the other hand , The One has no need 
τοινὺν Et LEV TO πλῆθος δειται TOD EVOG , δὲ TO EV ἀπροσδξες 

of plurality , then it is better to say that Being is One , than to say that only many things exist , 

Tov TANVouUG, αἀμξινον AésyElv TOOV ὃν y μονον πολλὰ 

(in and by) according to themselves , without Participating of Unity . Therefore , by Parmenides revealing 

αὐτὰ καθ’ ALTA χῶωρις τῆς μετουσιας TOD δνος. OvV οΠαρμενιδης ATObAIVvOLLEVOG 
that Being is One , on the one hand , he also established the plurality of his critics , and not only 


TOOV ὃν Και μὲν καὶ υφιστατο το πλῆθος αὐτῶν καὶ οῦὺ μονον 
perceptible plurality ; for he gave us this , in the section of his poem called The Way of Opinion , 
TOV αἰσθητῶν : YAP TAPASESMKE ταῦτα EV HEV τοις Kata δοξαν, 


in this section calling them sense-objects , as did one other Pythagorean , Timaeus ; but he also gave us 
OLT® προσαγορεύων TA ALGONTA , ὡς τις AAAOG Πυθαγορεῖος o Tipatog: αλλὰ και 
The Intelligible Plurality ; for in The Intelligible Realm , All The Beings Unified with One-Another , 
TO TOV νοητῶν: yap EKEL TAVTOV NVOLEVOV αλλήηλοις 
Are a Divine Number. And which Empedocles saw later , in as much as he was a Pythagorean himself , 
0 θειος αριθμος. και Ο Ἐμπεδοκλῆς ewmpakas ὕστερον, ate ὧν και Πυθαγορεῖος avtos, 
when he called The Whole Intelligible Reality , a Sphere (Frags. 27. 16 , 28. 2) by Unifying Itself , 
OMEKAAEL παν TO VONTOV Σφαιρον ὡς ἡνῶμξνον EALTO , 
and Converging upon Itself , by Virtue of Divine Beauty that Beautifies and Unifies . For , all beings 
καὶ ODVVEDVELV εις εαῦτον δια TOD θεον καλλοὺς TOV KAAAOTOLOV και EVOTOLOV : γὰρ TAVTA 
by their love for one another and by their longing for one another are Unified to one another For Eternity , 
ἐρῶντα αλληλῶὼν καὶ εφιεμενα αλληλῶν YVOTAL προς αλληλα ALWVLOG , 
and Their Love is an Intelligible Love , and Their Communion and Mingling , is Ineffable (Frag. 17. 14) . 
καὶ αὐτῶν EOTLV OVONTOSEPMG ,KOL NOLVOLOIA και ἡ σύγκρασις αφραστος 
But the majority of people are indeed “fugitives” from their Unity and Their Monad of Beings , then 
δὲ Ot πολλοι οντὲςγε φυγαδες ATO τῆς EVMOEWS καὶ τῆς μοναδος τῶν οντῶν, dE 
because of the partibility and division in their own life , they are carried down into plurality , to 
δια τὴν μεριστὴν καὶ διηρημδνὴν EV ADTOIC CONV , οὐσαν κατασυρομένοι EM TO πληθος.. εἰς 
opinions of all sorts , to vague fancies , to perceptible sensations , to the appetites of matter , 
724 δοξας MOAVELGELG , εἰς ἀοριστοὺς OAVTAGIAG , εις αἰσθησεις ἐμπαθεις, εἰς OPEEEIG EVLAOUG , 
by accepting pluralities by themselves , without their inherent Unities , and by not seeing how these 
EAAUBAVOV πολλὰ TA ALTA κεχώρισμενα TNS EAVTOV EVOTNTOG , καὶ οὐχ EWPWV OTN ταῦτα 
manys are controlled , by The Monad Immanently-Arranged in each of them , nor how the indeterminate 
τὰ πολλα KPATELTAL SLA τῶν HOVASWV KATATETAYHEV@V EV ALTOIG, καὶ οπῶς τα AOPLOTA 
are subject to definite measures , nor how the dispersed , subsist in a sympathetic and unified way 
SOLAEVEL τοῖς ὡρισμένοις HETPOIC , καὶ OTT TA SLIEGTAPLEVA ὑφεστηκε καὶ συμπαθη καὶ συνημμενα 
through the participation of common qualities . But failing to see this , at the same time they missed The 
δια τὴν METOLDOLAV τῶν κοινῶν: OE OLX OPMVTEGTALTA TE GANA ημαρτανον τῆς 
Truth , and thus ridiculed the Parmenidean doctrine and rudely tore it to pieces . Thus , it is those 
αληθειας. καὶ EK@UWSOvV τον Παρμενιδειον AOYOV καὶ φορτικῶς S1E(A)GLPOV . OLV AVTOIG 
who become affected in this way that Zeno confronts , on the one hand , as a mindful-observer 


γίγνεται πασχουσιν Ταῦτ οΖηνωῶν επιστας μεν σοωφρονιστης 
of the multitude , thus leading them , from the lack of Intellect to Intellect , but on the other hand , 
τοῦ πλήθους, SE NYEUMV απὸ τῆς AVOLAG επιτοννοῦν, δὲ 


as an ally to the impartations of his teacher , in the first place , he also urges them , to rise above these 
επικοῦρος τῆς TAPASOGEMS TOD διδασκαλοῦ,, τὴν πρῶτην και πειθει αναδραμειν TOLUT@V 
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pluralities , to The Unities that are in these pluralities , in order to behold how this plurality , even though 

τῶν πολλῶν επι TAG EVAdAG  EVTOIG πολλοις, και DEWPNTAL πῶς τοῦτο TO TANVOG , KALTOL 

it has indeed set-out towards The Unlimited/infinity , it is nevertheless under the control of The Monad of 
γε amevey Ev εἰς τὴν απειριᾶν , ομῶς Ὁπὸ κρατειται τῆς μοναδος 

Beings , and is held together by a certain Unity that has come to be in it. Thus , he persuades by taking 

TOV OVIMV και OLVEYETAL ὑπο τινος EVAHOG YEVOHEVYS δν αὐτῶ: SE πειθει λαβὼν 

a hypothesis of their choice , such as positing the many without a share of The One ; for in this manner , 

LTOVEOLV EKELVOIC APEDKOLOAY , THY τιθεμενὴν τὰ πολλὰ ἀμοιρὰ TOD EVOG: YAP ODLTW 

their theory is easily refuted ; since , if they had indeed posited plurality with Unity , he could not at all 

EKELV@V O λογος EVEEEAEYKTOG , EMEL ElYE τιθοιντο TA TOAAG μετα TOU EVOG , αν OLTM 

have refuted them because of this . Therefore , assuming that plurality devoid of Unity , he constructs 
EAEYYOLVTO δια ταῦτα. OV παραλαβὼν Ταυτ᾽τα TOAAG EOTEPNHEVA TOL EVOG TOLELTAL 

his refutations in opposition to their own opinion . But Parmenides himself , also makes this clear in his 

τοὺς EAEYYOLG τὴν ἀπαντῶν EkELVOV κατα δοξαν. de οΠαρμενιδηὴς avtog καὶ Δηλοι Ev ταις 

(9) hypotheses , in no other way than by assuming that the many must be separated from The One , 

ὑποθεσεσι, UN AAAWS ἢ λαβὼν TO πολλα δειξαι κεχώρισμενα τοῦ EVOG 

is he then able to show that the same thing is like and unlike ; but on the one hand , this will be made 

725 δυνήηθεις TO QVTO ομοιῖον καὶ ἀνομοιον : GAAG μὲν τοῦτο ἔσται 

manifest , in that portion of the commentary . But now on the other hand , These many will be assumed , 

φανερον EV EKELVOLG : οῦν δ᾽ ταῦτα πολλα Κεισθω 

just as we said , that are bereft of The One ; The One which approaches them , and is contained in them . 

οπερ ELPNTAL, απηρημῶώμενα TOL EVOG TOD EN’ QVTOIG KOL εν αὔὕτοις: 

And in turn we will assume not only sensible pluralities , nor only Intelligible Ones , but all beings , 

καὶ παλιν μη μονον τα αἰσθητὰ, μηδὲ μονον τὰ νοητα, αλλα TAVTA 

without exception , that are called many , existing as such , anywhere in The Intelligible and sensible 
OTAWG OOO AEYETAL MOAAG , TA OVTA τοιαῦτα πᾶσιν EV VONTOIG KOL αἰσθητοις 

Kosmic Orders . For we must not listen in a partible way , which has happened to some ; for some say 

SLAKOOLLOIG. yap δει Ov akovEtv μερικῶς, O πεπονθασι τινες οι μὲν 

that the questions Zeno asked , applied only to The Intelligible Realm , while others say that they apply 

τοὺς AOYOUS TO Ζηνῶνι NPOTNHOVAL AEYOVTEG ἐπι τῶν νοητῶν, οι δὲ 

only to the sensible region. Nor in short , should we draw together , the common characters in all those 
EML TOV αἰσθητῶν : οὐδ᾽ Ez OALYOV συστελλειν τα κοινη πασι τοις 

that have been filled , however able to be so adapted . Especially since such is the work of a more perfect 

πεπληθύσμενοις ONWOOLV δυναμενα εφαρμοΐξειν. γοῦν τοιοῦτον ἔξεστι TO Τελειοτερας 

and more authoritative knowledge , to apply this same method to all beings of like-species in order to 

καὶ κυριώτερας EMLOTNLNG , EKTELVELV τὴν αὐτὴν μεθοδον εἰς TO TAVTA TA ομοειδη και 

contemplate that analogy in all those beings . Thus, if it be a plurality of Intelligibles , or of sensibles , 


θεώρειν TO ἀνάλογον πανταχοῦυ. ovv Εἴτε εστι πλῆθος νοῆτον ,ξειτε atoOntov , 
or of Intellectuals , or of objects of discursive reasoning , let them all be included for the present . Surely 
ElTE  VOEPOV , SITE SLAVOETOV . τοῦτο παν E1ANdO@ προς TO παρον. dy 


then , we must discover how it is that the many , everywhere , are also one , and do not exist , if bereft 
ovv Δει EvLPELV οπῶς ταπολλὰ πανταχοῦ εστικαιὲεν, καὶ οὐχ EOTIV ἔρημα 
of The One above them . For if that is the case , the same thing will be both like and unlike . 

TOD EVOG EN’ ALTOIS : YAP El ein, ταῦτον ἔσται OMOLOV καὶ AVOLLOLOV . 

How then, and in what way are these pluralities , if they are devoid of Unity , in so far as they do not 


Πῶς δη καὶ τινὰ τροπον EOTL ταῦτα τὰ MOAAG , EL EOTL EPNHA TOL EVOG καθο ov 
partake of The One, unlike ? It is because those that have no share in Unity and thus of Sameness 


μξτεχει TOD EVOG , AVOHOIA; yap τὰ UN UETEXOVTA EVOG και τούτου 
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that they are unlike one another ; and again by this common character itself which they share with 
EOTLV AVOHLOLA AAANAOIS , καὶ παλιν KAT’ τοῦτο KOLVM@VEL αὕτο 

one another , in as much as they do not participate of The One , since those that have something 

αλληλοις, καθο Οὐ WETEYEL τοῦξδνος : ὃὲ τὰ EXOVTA τι 

in common and identical are like , so that the same things are both like and unlike. Accordingly then , 

KOLVOV καὶ ταῦτον EOTLV ομοια,, ὥστε TA ALTA EOTLV καὶ OLOLA καὶ ἀνομοια. apa 

if the many have no share of Unity , by this very fact , I mean their lack of participation of The One , 

Εἰ πολλα ἐστιν ἀμξτοχα Eevoc, καθ᾽ Ev τοῦτο 6 , AEYO τὴν αμεθεξιαν TOD νος, 

they will be both like and unlike ; on the one hand , like , as having this common character , 

ἔσται καὶ OLOLA καὶ ἀνομοια, μεν ομοια ὡς EXOVTA ALTO κοινον, 

and on the other hand , unlike , as not having it. For on the one hand, they are unlike , because this itself 

δὲ AVOLOLA ὡς μη EXOVTA : YAP μεν ἔστι AVOLLOLA διοτι 
has been so disposed as to not share of The One ; they are like because , to have nothing in common , 
πεπονθε μη μξτεχειν TOD EVOG : εστιν ομοιὰα διοτι το ἔχειν μηδὲν κοινον 

is common to them , so that the same things are both like and unlike ; for in short , to have nothing 

KOLVOV QDTOLG , ὥστε TA ALTA EOTLV καὶ OLOLA καὶ AVOHOLA: YAP OAM S TO ExXELV μηδὲν 

in common , is itself common to them, so that the thesis refutes itself . What else do we need to say ? 

KOLOV , ἔστιν ALTO KOLVOV αὐτοῖς, ὥστε O λογος AVNPTKE εαῦτον. τι Και det λεγεῖν ; 

For that which has been shown to be like and unlike , have in turn been shown by the same procedure , 

yap α SESELKTAL OMOLA καὶ AVOLOIA, παλιν δεικνυται κατα ALTO TO 

to be neither like nor unlike ? For if they do not share of The One , they are quite simply not like ; for 

726 OVTE OMOLA οὔτε AVOLOLA : YAP EL LN HETEYEL TOD EVOG, ἔστιν ολῶς οὐκ ομοια : γὰρ 

those that are like , are like by sharing in some one character ; since likeness is also Unity. And again , 

τὰ ομοιὰ  EOTLOMOLA μετέχοντα τινος EVOG : YAP ομοιοτῆς EOTL καὶ EVOTISC : καὶ παλῖν 

if they do not partake of The One , this itself will be common to them ; but those who have something 
ει UNMETEXOL TODEVOG, τοῦτο EOTIVKOLVOV ADLTOIG: dE ταῦτα ὧν ἔστι τι 

in common , are not unlike in this respect , so that the many are neither like nor unlike . 

KOLOV , EOTLV οὐκ AVOLLOLA κατ᾽ τοῦτο αὐτο, ὥστε TA MOAAG EOTLV οὔτε ομοια οὔτε CVOLLOLE : 

Accordingly then , this itself , such as the non-participation of The One , will make the many in us 


apa TO αὐτο KATA TO UN HETEXELV TOD EVOG , παρξξεται TA TOAAG ἡμῖν 
be both like and unlike , and neither like nor unlike . Accordingly then , plurality devoid of The One 
και ομοια καὶ AVOLOLA , καὶ οὔτε OMOLA οὔτε AVOLLOLA : APA πλῆθος ἔρημον TOD EVOG 


is impossible , because surely , it involves so many absurdities for those who posit it in this way . 

EVAL ἀδύνατον, διοτι ON συμβεβήῆκεν τοσαῦτα ATOTa τοῖς TIWEMEVOIG οὔτω: 

[ In Logic , that reasoning is fallacious , misses the mark , is untrue , when both contradictory or contrary 
premises are affirmed or denied to be the case , at the same time . See “The Square of Opposition”. JFB] 

For on the one hand, it is a terrible event when contradictions coincide , but even more terrible when 


yap LEV SELVOV το τὴν αντιφασιν συντρεχξιν : 5E καὶ SELVOTEPOV 

contraries/opposites coincide , but most terrible of all , when both contraries/opposites and contradictions 
TO TO EVAVTLO : δὲ SELVOTATOV TAVTOV και το τὰ EVAVTLA καὶ τας αντιφασεις 

follow from a premise . Concerning which then , when we showed on the one hand , that the same thing 

ETEGVAL TO AOYO. Ote οῦν EOEUCVDLEV μεν TO QvTO 

is both like and unlike , we were collecting contraries/opposites ; but when on the other hand , we showed 

OLOLOV καὶ AVOLOLOV , GLVNYOLEV(GODVAYM) TA EVAVTLO : OTE δὲ 

that the same thing is both like and unlike and also , neither of them , we were collecting contradictories , 

TO QVTO ομοῖον καὶ AVOLOLOV και ODvOETEPOV , τας αντιφασεις : 


since the like and the not-like , and the unlike and the not-unlike are contradictories. And if 
YAP TO OMOLOV προς TO οὐχ OMOLOV , καὶ TO AVOLOLOV προς TO οὐκ AVOLOLOV αντιφασεις : καὶ EL 
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you wish to use the dialectical method to be transmitted later , we could say that likeness follows from 
βουλει καὶ την διαλεκτικὴν μεθοδον KATA παραδοθησομξνὴν ὕστερον, AEYMMEV TO OMOLOV επεται 
stating that the many do not partake of The One , and then in turn, that it does not follow , when we say it 


TMELAL πολλὰ αμετοχὰα τοῦ EVOG, καὶ παλιν OLY EMETAL, OTAV QvTO 
is not-like ; and then again , that it does not follow , when we show that the many are , at the same time , 
OLY ομοιον : καὶ δ᾽ AD OLY EMETAL, οταν SELKVUM@LEV QvTO αμα 


like and not-like , and again , unlike and not-unlike . 


ομοιον και οὐχ OMOLOV και παλιν AVOLOLOV TE καὶ οὐκ AVOLLOLOV . 
Thus on the one hand , such is the method that we shall practice later . But for now , on the other 


AAAa μὲν τοιαύτην τὴν μεθοδον YOLVAGOLEV EV τοις ὕστερον : νῦν δὲ 
hand , we have learned the leading impulse of the writings of Zeno , by reminding ourselves of that which 
, κατάμάαθοντες τὴν αγώγην tov λογοῦ Ζηνῶνος, QVALVNOOLEV τοσοῦτον O 


was also said earlier by us about them , that by these insights/breakthroughs we can also show that it is 
καὶ TMPOTEPOV ἡμας AVLTOVG, OTL δια της TALTHS δεπιβολας δυνησομεθα καὶ SELKVOVALL OTL 
impossible for The Archetypes to be many . For if we assume that The Archetypes Themselves are many , 
OUNYAVOV τας αρχᾶας ειναι TOAAGG. γὰρ ποτερον αι apyar Avtar πολλαι, 
will They partake in some Unity or not at all Ὁ For on the one hand , if they do participate , what they 
μετεχοῦσιν τινος EVOG ἢ οὔδενος ; γὰρ μεν ει μετεχουσιν, το 
participate of will be prior to them , and The Archetypes will no longer be many , but Singular ; but if , 
LETEXYOMEVOV EOTAL TPO αὑτῶν, καὶ OAL αἀρχαι ODKETL πολλαι, CAA HI: El 
on the other hand , they do not participate of The One , by this very fact ; in so far as they do not partake ; 
δὲ μη μετεχοῦσι TOD EVOG , KAT’ τοῦτο αὐτο 6n , καθο OD μετεχουσιν 
it will also make them , like one another , by having undergone some common experience , and unlike , 
και εσονταᾶι ομοιαι αλληλαῖς, ὡς πεπονθυιαι τι κοινον παθος, καὶ ἀνομοιαῖι, 
inasmuch as they have no common character of which they participate . But this is impossible ; that the 
727 καθοσον οὐ κοινοῦ τινος μετειληχασι: δὲ τοῦτο ASLVVATOV το 
same things should be both like and unlike in the same respect . Thus , in the same way , we can establish 
τὰ ALTA VMAPYELV και OLOLA καὶ AVOHOLA KATA TO ALTO: dE ὡσαύτως ETAEOLEV 
also , that the same things are neither like nor unlike . But if they were participating in some Unity , 
και ὡς TOA ALTA OVTEOLOLA OLTEAVOHOIA, δ᾽ Et Nouv μξτεχουσι τινος EVOG, 
is it not the case then , that it would have been impossible to conclude that they are also unlike in respect 
οὐκοῦν οτι αδύνατον συναγεῖν εισι καὶ ἀνομοιαι κατὰ 
to their participation of The One , but that they are only like ; and in this way we will refute the thesis that 
TO [METEXELV TOD EVOG , GAA OTL μονον OLOLAL: καὶ οὐτῶς AVALPNOOLEV TO 
The Primal Archetypes are more than Singular . Thus on the one hand , this result is just like a Porism 
τας πρῶτας αρχας ELVAL πλειοὺς μιας. ODV μεν Τοῦτο οἷον πορισμα 
in geometry , that we are provided by this argument , as we said earlier . But on the other hand , in this 
κατα τοὺς γεώμετρας λαβῶώμεν εκ TOD AOYOD , ὡς ELMOLEV καὶ TOL προτερον. dE ODTO 
way , and through this method of leading-up , Zeno revealed , as it has been said , that it is impossible to 
και δια TOLALTIS AYMYNS TOL Ζηνῶνος AMOPALVOVTOG , ὡς ELPNTAL, OTL QSVVATOV 
separate the many from The One ; for he also raised up Plurality from plurality , up to The Monads 
YOPICElL TA TOAAM TOD EVOG , καὶ AVATELVOVTOG TO πληθοὺς απο TOD πληθοὺς ETL TAG μοναδας 
of The Pluralities , through Which he intended , as we have also indicated this in our previous statements , 
TOV πολλῶν, δι΄ ὧν ἔμελλεν ,ὡς και απεδειξαμεν τοῦτο δια τῶν εἐμπροσθεν, 
to examine what is The Nature of The Transcendent Unities of Wholes ; for The Immanent Monads 
κατοψεσθαι εἰσι οἷαι TAG EENPNLEVAS EVASASG τῶν OAWV : YAP AL κατατεταγμεναι μοναδες 
are Images of The Uncoordinated Ones . Socrates , having thus set in motion the doctrine of Ideas , 
ELOLELKOVEG τῶν AKATATAKTOV .O Σώκρατες ανακινησας τον λογον περι TOV ἰδεῶν, 


6 


positing that the common characters subsist themselves by themselves , and having seen a different 
LTOVEMEVOG τας κοινοτητας και avtac καθ’ avtas, καὶ θεῶρησας αλλο 
plurality in them , now requests that Zeno apply the same method of leading-up to The Ideas , and 
TANVOG EV ALTAIG , καὶ αξιοι TOV Ζηνῶνα μετενεγκεῖν τὴν ταῦτην AYWYNV ET TA E16T] , καὶ 
make it quite clear , in what way , among The Ideas , The Like is also Unlike , and The Unlike , Like . 
ποιησαι KATAMAVEG οπῶὼς EML τῶν ELOWV TO OLLOLOV EOTL καὶ AVOLOLOV καὶ TO ἀνομοῖον OLLOLOV : 
But this request has led some persons to suppose that on the one hand , the argument of Zeno is inherently 
δε ταῦτα αὐτοῦ ζητοῦντος τινες ὑπέλαβον ὡς Apa HEV τον Aoyov ο Ζηνῶν ovvEOnKE 
fallacious , and that on the other hand , Socrates is indeed utterly refuting the fallacy . For they say that 
παραλογιστικῶς, SE ο Σωκρατῆς γε SlEAEYYEL TOV παραλογισμον : γὰρ φησιν OTL 
Zeno argues that , if beings are many , on the one hand, in as much as they are called many , without a 
τον Cnvova συλλογιζεσθαι, εἰ TA OVTA πολλα, μὲν καθο λεγεται πολλα, δηπουθεν 
doubt , they differ from one another , and according to such are unlike ; but on the other hand , inasmuch 
διαφερει QAANAWV ,καὶ κατα τοσοῦτον εστι AVOLLOLO , δὲ καθο 
as they are beings , they are like ; for being is common to them , thus , it is appropriate to call those which 
OVTa =, OLOLA : YAP TO OV EOTLV KOLVOV αὔτοις, SE ἐστι MPOONKEL AEYELV ταῦτα οἷς 
have something in common , like ; at least , by saying that he collected together different criteria for 
τι κοινον ομοια: γοῦν φαμενον συναγειν και αλλο 
inferring respectively , likeness and unlikeness . Hence , Socrates is also rightly justified in saying , 
κατ᾽ GAAO TO OLOLOV και TO AVOLLOLOV: 610 TOV L@KPATY καὶ καλῶς EVIOTAGVAL φαμενον, 
that there would be nothing remarkable in showing that , from different points of view , something 
ως αν Ely οὐδὲν θαυμαστον ὃδεικνυναι κατ᾽ αλλο καὶ αλλο τι 
may be both like and unlike , but only if , by taking Ideas Themselves , he had shown that Likeness Itself 
728 και OMOLOV και ἀνομοιον, AAA’ εἰ λαβὼν τα E1dyn ALTA επεδειξεν το OMOLOV ADTO 
is also Unlike , or that Unlikeness is Like . However , others defend , on the one hand , that this argument 
καὶ AVOLOLOV ἢ TO OVOLOLOV ομοιον. δὲ Ot εφυλαξαν μεν ὡς τοῦτο ο λογος 
of Zeno , possesses perfect knowledge and is free of fallacy , by saying that Socrates , on the other hand 
τοῦ Ζηνῶνος επιστημονῖκος καὶ EOTIV ATAPAAOYLOTOS φασιν TOV LOKPATH δε 
has taken the argument too narrowly . For the refutation of Zeno , is absolutely designed for both 
αντιλαμβανεσθαι TOD AOYOD LEPLKM@TEPOV : MAP TOV EAEYYOV EKELVOD ATAWS MOLOVHEVOD ETL καὶ 
Intelligibles and sensibles , and that accordingly , in neither in The Intelligible nor in the sensible order 
τῶν νοητῶν και ETL TOV αἰσθητῶν, ὡς APA EV οὐκ ALMOTEPOIG OLTE VONTOV οὔτε ALOONTOV 
is there a plurality devoid of Unity ; and while Socrates , on the one hand , welcomes the argument 
εστιν πλῆθος EPNLOV EVOG, QUTOV LEV ασπαζεσθαι tov Aoyov 
concerning sensibles , on the other hand , he also requests that it be shown that among The Intelligibles 
ETL TOV ALOONTOV , δὲ καὶ a&lovv δειχθηναι επι τῶν νοητῶν 
Themselves , the same is both like and unlike ; for Zeno had said that all plurality that does not partake 
αὐτῶν TO ALTO και ομοιῖον καὶ AVOLLOLOV : YAP ELPNTAL OTL παν πληθος μη μξτεχον 
of The One , must necessarily undergo that (fallacious) experience mentioned. But recently , someone 
τοῦ EVOG aVvayKN πεπονθεναι τοῦτο το παθος το ξιρημενον. de dH τις 
has said that both of them are quite right ; for Zeno reasons correctly , and Socrates 
EMATO καὶ ἀμφοτεροὺς κατορθοῦν, TE γὰρ TOV ZNV@VA συλλελογισθαι καλῶς, καὶ TOV σωκρατη 
singularly perceives his intention , and in what way , Zeno was trying to bring around the multitude , 
OLVALOBOLIEVOV τῆς TPOAIPEDEMS καὶ OTM@G οΖηνῶν περιηγεν τοὺς πολλοὺς 
from indefinite pluralities to The Monads inherent/coordinate in them , and Socrates , on the one hand , 
απο καὶ COPLOTOVTM@V πολλῶν ETL TAG μοναδας KATATETAYHEVAG αὐτοὺς, KALEKELVO μὲν 
approving it , says , 
αποδεξασθαι εἰπεῖν, 


“1 accept it , and I am led to believe that it has to be just as you say ”. 


ATOSEXYOMAL TE καὶ ἡγοῦμαι EXELV OLTMS ὡς λέγεις, 
But on the other hand , he raises another ingenious and acute question to continue to investigate . 
δὲ QvTOV αλλο εὐφυῶς καὶ οἕξως τι λοιπον ζητειν : 


For if we rise up from The Many Immanent/Co-ordinate Ideas , to Other Monads ; Those Subsisting 

YAP AVASPALOVTA ATO TOV πολλῶν και KATATETAHYHEVOV εἰδῶν ET” αλλας μοναδας TAG οὐσας 
of Themselves and Transcendently , he is puzzled how The Unity of Ideas can also be seen in Them , 
καθ’ αὐτὰς καὶ εξηρήμενας,  ATOPELV πῶς ἡ EVWOOIG TOV εἰδῶν καὶ οφθησεταῖι EV ταῦταις 
and , What is , Its Source and Cause . Upon which question , it remains for Parmenides to be induced 


καὶ εκ ποιᾶς ποθὲν καιαιτιας: sh’ ὦ λοιπον τον Παρμενιδηὴν κινηθηναι 
to unfold The One Itself as The Cause of Unity , both in The Ideas and in everything , without exception , 


AVAPALVOVTA TO EV ALTO TO αἴτιον TNS EVWOEWS καὶ EV τοῖς ειδεσι καὶ πασιν OTAMS 
that has in any way been Allotted The Entrance into Being . For what part of the doctrine of Zeno 


τοῖς ONWOOLV λαχοῦσι τὴν TAPOSOV εἰς TO ELVAL : YAP τινος τῶν tov Ζηνῶνος 
does Socrates then lay hold of ? For Socrates does not contend the major premise ; for he does not deny 


TOV LOKPATH επιλαμβανεσθαι ; γὰρ ODTE TOD συνημμξνου : YAP ουκ οὔ λέγει 
that if The Intelligibles are Many , The Same must be both Like and Unlike , nor does he disclaim the 


@GEL τὰ νοητὰ πολλα,ταῦτον AVAYKN OLOLOV καὶ AVOLLOLOV , οὔτε un το 
premise that The Same must be both Like and Unlike , as being false . For anyone contending with Zeno 


OTL ταῦτον ομοιον καὶ AVOLOLOV Elva ψεῦδος :γὰρ μαχομδᾶνον τον Ζηνῶνι 
should contest either of these premises ; either fight for the major or for the minor premise . But Socrates 


εδει μάχεσθαι θατερῶ TOLTOV , ἡ HAYOLEVOV TH συνημμδνῶ ἡ τῇ προσληψεῖ : dE TOV LMKPATH 
admits on the one hand , that everything here , is composed of contrary Ideas , but on the other hand, it is 
729 λεγειν μὲν OTL τὰ παντα THOE τῶν EVAVTLOV εἰδῶν, δὲ 
about The Ideas Themselves , that he wants to find , how and in what way they combine and separate , 

τὰ ξιδη αὐτὰ ζητει πῶς KOAL πῇ συγκρινεται καὶ διακρινεται, 
with one another. But this is not to fight with Zeno and his proofs that plurality , in and of itself , 
QAANAOIG : ὃδὲε ταῦτα οὐ μάχεται Ζήνωνι και Ζηνῶνος τοις EAEYYOIS TOAAG καθ’ αὐτὰ 

without The One , does not exist ; but rather , it comes from one who accepts the arguments of Zeno 


YOPIG TOV EVOG UN Etvat, αλλα EOTLV HEV ATOSEXOLEVOD τοὺς λογοὺς TOL ZNV@VOG , 
and then initiates an inquiry into something other than what Zeno has demonstrated . For let it be so , 


δὲ ορμῶντος ζήτησιν en’ αλλην τῶν Ζηνῶνι δεδειγμενῶν. yap Εστῶσαν 
that all men participate in one certain Idea of Man which is in them , and horses in a certain Idea of Horse 
παντες ἀνθρῶποι LETEYOVTEG EVOG τινος ειδοὺς TOD ἀνθρώπου EV AVTOIG , καὶ 1TTOL TOU 
that is in them , and that all that are like , have in common The Idea of Likeness , and the unlike , 


EV QUTOIG, και TAVITA τὰ ομοιὰ EYETW KOLVOV TO ειδος τῆς OMOLOTNTOG , καὶ TOA ἀνομοια 
have in common The Idea of Unlikeness , and let this be a Noble discovery , that the many , must have 


TO τῆς AVOMOLOTNTOG , καὶ τοῦτο EOTH KAAWS ELPNLMEVOV OTL TA TOAAQ δει 
Fellowship/Community/Communion with one another , through The Monads Immanent/Co-ordinate 


KOLV@VELV αλληλοις δια τῶν LOVAS@V κατατεταγμενῶν 
inthem. But let us arise from these , to The Transcendent Realities that are also The Causes of these 


EV AVTOLS : AAA ἀαναδραμῶμεν ATO TOVTOV ETL TAG EENPNLHEVAG ὑποστασεις καὶ ALTLAG τουτῶν 
common characters , and contemplate in turn , if they participate , with one another , or not , and if 


TOV κοινῶν, καὶ θεώρησῶμεν TAAL ει ταῦτας HETEYODOLV αλλήηλωῶν ἡ οὐ, καὶ TOTEPOV 
they are unified by participation with one another , or if there is another Unifying Cause , prior to them . 


HEV NV@VTAL TH LETEXELV OAANA@V ῃ TM ELVAL QAANV EVOTOLOV AITLAV TPO TOLTOV . 
Now then, let us in turn follow this hypothesis as we approach the words of Socrates , by saying 


TOWDV ἡμεῖς καὶ ETOLEVOL Tavtny TH ὑποθεσει επελθωῶμεν τοις ρημᾶασιν LOKPATODG , AEYOVTEG 
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that neither Socrates nor Zeno is in error , but that both of them are quite right ; Zeno in his demonstration 
μηδετεροὺς αμαρτανειν, ὃδὲ αμφοτεροὺῦὺς κατορθοῦν, TOV HEV αποδεικτικῶς 

but Socrates in his puzzlement ; and that the discussion has been transferred from The Immanent Monads 

TOV δε απορήητικος, καὶ τον λογον μεταγεσθαι ATO τῶν κατατεταγμενῶν μοναδῶν 
to The Transcendent Ones , since it is anong Them , that Socrates wishes to observe the ability/power 
EML TAG εξηρημενας, ENL τούτων TOD LOKPATOUS PovAOLEVOD θεάσασθαι τὴν δυναμῖιν 
of Zeno in demonstration . 
TOD ZNVOVOG αποδεικτικήν. 

Thus , on the one hand , such is the aim/object/end of this reasoning . But on the other hand , 


OvV μεν τοιοῦτος EOTL σκοπος τῶν λογῶν: δε 
before touching on the difficulties concerning The Essential Being of The Ideal Genera , Socrates asks 
πριν ἀψασθαι TOV ATOLAV περι τῆς OVOLAG τῶν ELONTIKNC, δπανερῶτα 


Zeno , if he assumes that Ideas exist , and if he is also like one of those , who just like himself , 
TOV Ζηνῶνα TOTEPOV τιθεταῖ TA ELON] ELVALL, καὶ AVTOG εστι καὶ TOV TALTNV ὥσπερ ALTOG 
welcomes That Cause ; or is he not , and generally , what opinion he has about Them . For the theory 


QOTACOMEV@V τὴν GITLAV NOV, καὶ ολῶς τινα δοξαν EXEL περι αὐτῶν. yap Nn θεώρια 
of Ideas , also existed even among the Pythagoreans ; as Plato himself clearly shows in the Sophist (2488) 


περι TOV ELOWV και Hv LEV Tapa τοις Πυθαγορειοις, καὶ ALTOS καὶ δηλοι εν Σοφιστη 
when he calls the wise men in Italy , “Friends of The Ideas”. 


TPOGAYOPELWV τοὺς σοφοὺς EV ITAALA φιλοὺς TOV ELOOV : 


Stranger: 35 Surely then , let us go to those others , the friends of The Ideas ; then you 
248a δὴ ιῶμεν Προς tous EtEepovc , τοὺς φιλοὺς τῶν ELOWV: δ’ σὺ 
interpret for us , their doctrines also . 
αφερμηνεὺξ ἡμῖν TOLT@V και. 


But the one who was indeed most eminent , and most specific/explicit in positing Ideas , is Socrates ; 
730 αλλ’ ο γε μαλιστα πρεσβεῦσας Kat διαρρηδὴν vmOVELEVOG Ta εἰδὴ EOTLV Σώκρατες, 
from his inquiry into definitions , discovering whatever are the objects of definition , and advanced 
απο τῆς ζητησεῶς περι OPLOLOLG AVELPOV τινα ποτε EOTIV TH OPLOTA καὶ μεταβας 
from them as images , to their Ideal Causes. So then, he first asks Zeno if he himself 
απο TOLTOV WC ELKOVOV ETL TAG ειδητικας ATLAS : SN οὖν πρῶτον EPO@TA ο ZNVMV £1 καὶ AVTOG 
also posits that The Ideas exist , and ranks as First , That Same Essential Being that Is Founded , In Itself 
καὶ τιθεται τα ειδη Elval καὶ πρεσβεῦεξι ταῦτην τὴν OLOLAV οὐσαν 1LOPLLEVHV εν αὐτῇ 
and of Itself , without needing any other base ; which he characterizes by the phrase in Itself by Itself , 
καὶ τὴν EALTIG , οὐδεμιας SEOMEVIV καὶ AAANG ESPAG ; NV καὶ EYAPAKTNPLOE TH αὐτο KAO’ ALTO , 
considering this aspect , Supremely Appropriate . Since It points-out The Unmixed Simplicity and Purity 
LTOAGBWV τοῦτο κυριῶς προσήκειν. YAP AVTN AELKVVEL TO ALILYEG καὶ TO ATAODV καὶ TO καθαρον 
of The Ideas. For on the one hand , The Simplicity of These Resources is signified by the in Itself , but 
τῶν ELOOV : γὰρ HEV τὴν ἀπλοτητα TOV EKELVOV TOV πραγματῶν σημαῖνει δια TOD ALTO 
on the other hand , Their Purity , Being Unmixed with secondary natures , is signified by the by Itself. 
δε αὐτῶν καθαροτητα τὴν αμιῖκτον προς Ta SELTEPA διὰ τοῦ καθ’ αῦτο. 

And on the one hand , through the words by Itself , he separates Ideas from the predications of the many . 
Kau LEV δια TOD καθ᾽ ALTO YOPICEL TA ELON] ETL TOV KATNYOPOVLEVOV τοις TOAAOIGC : 
For how could this attribute/predication exist by itself , when it has its reality/subsistence, in a subjective 
yop τι τοῦτο EOTLV καθ’ αὐτο, EXOV τὴν ὑποστασιν EV προς τὰ ὑποκειμενα 
condition , and is altogether collected from sensible perceptions , and is the object of opinion , and it is 

σχεσει, KOL πολλῶν ισὼν εκ αισθησεῶν καὶ υὑπαρχον δοξαστον, και 
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mixed with and adapted to the notions of the phantasy ? While , on the other hand , by the in Itself , 
ODUOLPOHEVOV ταῖς επινοιας φανταστικαῖς 5 δὲ Ala τοῦ αὐτο 
distinguishes/separates the common element in every particular , which is also the object of definition ; 
χωριζει το KOLVOV EV TOIG καθ’ EKAOTA, O ἔστι καὶ οριστον 
for this common character is in another and subsists along with matter , from which it is both highly 
yap τοῦτο EOTL εν CGAAW καὶ υὑφεστήῆκεν μεθ’ VANS, ODEV εστι και ἀαναπιμπλαται 
mutable and in some way mortal because of its association with what is enmattered ; and yet , to them 
αλλοιώσεως καὶ πῶς θνητον δια THVKOLW@VIAV προς TO ενῦλον : KQLTOL τοῦτοις 
he often also applies the designation in itself , to distinguish a particular kind , from the many instances 
πολλακῖις καὶ ENAYEL τὴν προσρησιν τοὺ αὐτου, AVTLOLALIPAV EKAOTHV προς TO πληθος ATOLOV 
of those that come under it . But when he does not want to distinguish it from the individual instances , 
TOV τοῦτῶν ὑπ’ avto. AAA’ otav μὴ βούληται διοριζειν avto TOV ATOLOV , 
but from The Primary Ideas , he gives the in Itself to These , furthermore on the one hand, the in Itself , 
CAAA TOV πρῶτῶν ELOWV , ATOSIOWOL TO ALTO EKELVOIG, και LEV TO QDTO 
that belongs to Them as being Distinct Ideas , is not ever indicative of a character peculiar to this rank , 
AVIKEV κανταῦθα τοις YWPLOTOIC ELSEGLV , OLY μηποτε ONLAVTLKOV ,@G τιδιον, 
but as being indicative of Ideas that are participated . Then the addition of the by Itself , makes clear Their 
OAM’? ὡς και τῶν εἰδῶν μετεχομᾶενῶν. δὲ Τοπροστεθὲν καθ’ αὐτο εδηλῶσε τὴν 
Difference from Those Ideas that are participated . Accordingly then , not in any way , must we say that 
SLAMOPAV προς EKELVMV TO μετεχομενα. apa Πολλου δει λεγεσθαι 
definitions/boundaries/limits or attributes are identical with The Ideas that exist by Themselves , and 
τοις OPLOTLKOIG καὶ κατηγοροῦμενοις ταῦτον εἰς TA EldN TAOVTAa καθ᾽ αὐτὰ καὶι 
“are Founded on That Sacred Pedestal” (Phaedrus 2540), and are Immaterial and Eternal , and identical 
βεβηκοτα εν αγνὼ Babpw και QvDAG και διαιώνια και 
to the ideas in matter of later origin , that are filled-full with diverse conditions . For The Former Ones , 
731 τοις EVDAOIG LOTEPOYEVEOL AVATETANOLEVOIC καὶ MOKIALAS καὶ OYEOEMS : YAP EKELVO 
are Unmixed , Undefiled , and Simple , Being Eternally Founded in The Demiurge , on the one hand , 
ἔστιν ἀμιγη καὶ AYPAVTA καὶ ATA διαιωνιὼῶς LOPLOLEVA EV TH SNLLOVPYO , μεν 
maintaining Their Purity and Sanctity from The Inflexible Deity that Proceeds in Union with 
EXOVTA TO AYPAVTOV καὶ καθαρον ATO τῆς αμειλικτοῦ DEoTNTOS προελθουσης σὺν 
The Demiurge , while on the other hand , Their Simplicity is maintained by The Demiurgic Intellectual 
TO δημιουργῷ δε το ἀπλοὺῦν απο τῆς δημιουργοῦ νοερας 
Essential-Being , which is both Unifying and Indivisible , and , as the barbarians (Chaldeans) would say , 
ουσιας OLONSG KALEVIALAG καὶ ἀμεριστου, και, ὡς οι βαρβαροι αν ELTMOLEV , 
Fontal . Thus , on the one hand , one could say , that the in Itself separates The Idea from mental ones 
πηγαιας. δ᾽’ μεν αν Λέεγοιῖς OTL TO ALTO YMPICEL TO E150G ATO τῶν EVVONLATOV 
(for none of these ideas exists in itself , since they jointly refer to Those Ideas from which they exist , 
(yap οὐδεν τούτων αῦτο γὰρ συναναφερει κακεινα ὧν στιν, 
belonging to Another and derivative from Another ) . Thus , the by Itself , distinguishes it from that 
OVTa αλλὼν και an’ αλλων): d€ to KAO’ αὐτο, διιστησι 
common element which subsists in another ; in each and every particular , so that the two phrases 
του οντος εν αλλὼ εν καθ’ εκαστα τοις, MOTE αμφω 
distinguish The Genuine Idea from both of the others. Concerning which point , Aristotle also 
ως το ἀληθῶς ξεξιδος αμφοτερῶν : περι Oo OAPLOTOTEAEG και 
spent some time asserting , that on the one hand , Animal-Itself/Living-Being Itself , is either nothing or 
διατριβῶν ποτε φησι LEV to Cwov EOTLV ἡ οὐδεν ἢ 
a concept of later origin , then at times on the other hand , that it is either nothing , or that it exists in 
DOTEPOYEVEG ποτε δε . §sOTlIV ἢ οὐδὲν ἢ δν 
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every particular animal ; from which alternatives , we must exempt , The Idea , for both of the reasons 
εκαστα καθ’ τοις, ὧν δει εξηρησθαι το ξιδος δι᾽ andw τα 
mentioned. Accordingly then , we cannot accept the opinion of those who say that The Ideas are 
ELPTNHEVE . apa nists Ovte αποδεξομεθα τοὺς λέγοντας τας ιδεας 
summaries/headings of pervasive common characters in the many particulars ; for They exist before 
κεφαλαιώματα TOL EVTPEXYOVTOG κοινοῦ τοις πολλοις : YAP TPOLTAPYOVOL 
the common character in perceptible things , and these perceptible things surely get this common 
TOV κοινῶν EV τοις ALGONTOIS , καὶ ταῦτα δή EXEL τοῦτο TO 
characters from Those Ideas . Nor can we accept the opinion of those who suppose that they are notions 
KOLVOV QT’ EKELV@V: οὔτε τοὺς τιθεμένους OALTAG επινοιας 
in our minds , and because of this , raise the question why there are no Ideas of individuals and 
ἡμξτερας, καὶ δια τοῦτο ζητοῦντας πῶς εἰσιν οὐχι τιδεαι καὶ τῶν ATOL@V και 
of things that are contrary to nature ; and since our notions about these objects are in every way secondary 
TOV παρα φυσιν: καιγαρ EMLVOLAL τῶν πραγματῶνν εἰσε παντῶς δεύτεραι 
to that which gives rise to them, and are in us , but not in Him who ordered The Kosmos , in whom 
A’ ὧν AVAKLVOLVTAL TODTOV , καὶ εἰσιν EV ημιν, αλλ οὐκ EV TM κοσμήησαντι TO TAV , EV ὦ 
we say , The Ideas exist . Nor can we accept the opinion of those who attach them to the seminal reason- 
φαμεν τας ιδεας ELVAL : ODTE τοὺς συνάπτοντας AVTAG τοις σπερματικοις 
sources ; for on the one hand , the reason-sources in the seeds are imperfect , while on the other hand , 
λογοῖς: yap μὲν Ol EV TOLG σπερμασιν εἰσιν ατελες, δὲ 
the reason-sources that are in the nature that generates the seeds , have no share of cognition and are 
οι EV τῇ φυσει YEVV@ON τὰ OTEPHATA ἀμοῖροι YVM@OEWG και 
even below the level of phantasy ; whereas The Ideas Always Subsist Energized according to The Same , 
KOATM@TEPO φαντάασιας : δὲ Ql LOEAL KEL LOTAVTALEVEPYELAV KOT THVaDLTHV, 
and so They Are , according to Their Essential-Being , Intellectual . Then , if indeed we should want 
και εἰσι κατ᾽ οὐσιαν vospat . AAA’ ειπερ εθελοιμδν 
to define Their Special Nature by terms more easily recognizable , let us take on the one hand , from 
αφορισασθαι αὐτῶν τὴν LOLOTHTA δια TOV γνωριμῶώτατῶν, λαβῶμεν μὲν απο 
the reason sources in nature , the production which they surely also produce by their very being ; but 
TOV AOYOV φυσικῶν TO TOINTOKOV ὧν δὴ καιποιοῦσιν τῷ ALT ELVAL : 
on the other hand , from the reason-sources in the arts , the recognition of what they produce , and 
δὲ απο TOV τεχνικῶν, γνώστικον ὧν ποιουσιν, και 
even if their mere existence does not lead to production ; and by uniting these two characteristics , 
732 El TH ALTW ELVAL un ποιοῦσι: καὶ EVWOAVTEG ταῦτα 
let us say that The Ideas are The Demiurgic and at the same time The Intellectual Causes of everything 
φῶμεν τας τδεας ειναι δημιοῦργικας καὶ GALA νοερᾶὰς αἴτιας τῶν παντῶν 
that is perfected according to nature , Subsisting as Immoveable and Prior to the moved , Simple 
αποτελουμενῶν KATA φυσιν, LPEOTIKVIAG ακινήτους TPO τῶν KLVODLEVOV , ATAAG 
and Prior to the compounded , Separate and Prior to the things that are inseparable from Matter. For 


προ τῶν συνθώτων, Y@PIOTAG προ τῶν AY OPLOTOV τῆς ὑλης. 
which reason , Parmenides , on the one hand , also does not stop discoursing about Them , until at the end 
Διο ο Παρμενιδης μεν καὶ οὐ παύσεται OLAAEYOMEVOG περι αὑτῶν, TPLV επι TEAEL 


of his arguments (134c) he says They are Gods ; through this , indicating all that we have said before . 
TOV AOYOV καὶ ON ALTAS ειναι θεους, δια TODTOD GNLOLVOV TAVTA OOM ἡμεῖς TPOELPNKALEV : 
But now Socrates , through the in itself and by itself , has concisely presented Their common character , 
δε VOV 0 LOKPATNHS SLA TOD ALTO και καθ’ ALTO σύντομως TAPEGTNOEV αὐτῶν τὴν KOLVOV ιδιοτητα,, 
in as many ways in which we have unfolded each of these terms , by so many more ways does he present 
οσαχῶς εξηγησαμεθα EKOTEPOV τουτῶν, τοσαυταχῶς παριστας 
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this common character to us . So much then, on the one hand , let us say about The Ideas in general 


αὐτὴν ἡμῖν. Τοσαῦτα μεν elpno8w περι εἰδῶν παντῶν 
in regards to the question that Socrates raises for us . But let us also add the word consider as being 


ONO της EPWTNOEMS TOD Σώκρατους ἡμῖν. δὲ και Προσκεισθὼ το νομιζεις ὡς 
properly chosen with reference to The Ideas ; for it is appropriate that any statement about The Ideas 
OUKELMS ELANTTAL τοις ειδεσι : γὰρ προσῆκει τινὰς δλογοὺς περι τῶν εξιδῶν 
and doctrines regarding The Immovables be just like Laws , but not opinions nor unsupported notions . 


καὶ TA δογματα περι TA TOV ακινητῶν ELVOAL OLOV VOLLOUG , AAA OV δοξας καὶ ψιλας OLNOELG : 
For These Ideas are not matters of opinion , but all Such Realities are founded upon Superior Cognition ; 


yap εκξιναὰ sotivovds δοξαστα , αλλ’ πασαν τοιαῦτην ιδρυται τὴν ὑπεργνῶσιν: 
surely then , on the one hand , it must be that , by Intellection that we Recognize Intelligible Objects , 
én LEV δει νοησει διαγιγνώσκειν τα νοητὰ 
but on the other hand , by opinion , that we recognize the objects of opinion . 
δὲ δοξη Ta δοξαστα. 
But after these considerations it is fitting to discuss Likeness and Unlikeness . On the one hand , 


de Εξης τούτοις προσήκει διελθεῖν περι TE OLOLOTNTOG καὶ AVOLOLOTHTOS , HEV 
we must first enquire whether The Idea of These exists , and if They do indeed , what is Their Power . 


και πρῶτον él ειδηὴ τούτων ἔστιν, Ἔπειτα τὴν δυναμιν. 
Surely then , in approaching the question of their existence , the very words of Plato , which Timaeus 

én Ar’ αὐτῶν τῶν ρηματῶν Tov Πλατῶνος, ὧν ο Τιμαιος 
speaks , will provide us an insight concerning Their Subsistence/Fundamental-Reality . For then , by 


Aeyel, ποιησομεθα τῆν exiBoAnv περι αὐτῶν τῆς ὑποστασεῶς.. γὰρ τοι 
Timaeus choosing to speak of The Cause of the generation of The Kosmos , also refers This , 

0 TULOLOG MPOEAOHEVOG ELTMELV CITIAV της YEVEDEWG τοῦ κοσμοὺ καὶ ἀαναπεμπῶὼν TALTHV 
to The Goodness of The Demiurge (Timaeus 29e) . Thus he says : 

εις τὴν ἀαἀγαθοτητα τὴν δημιουρκικῆην : φησιν, 


Timaeus: Surely then, let us state for what Cause He constructed , thereby constructing generation 
29e én Λεγῶμεν δι᾽ ἣν τινα aitiav o ξυνιστας τοῦς ξυνεστησεν YEVECIV 
and The All (Kosmos). He was Good . Thus in Him that is Good , no envy about anything ever arises ; 


καὶ TO TOV. ἣν ayabos , δὲ aya0w , ovdEeic φθονος περι ODdEVOG ODSETOTE EYYLYVETAL 
Thus , being devoid of this , He desired that All should become , so far as possible , very-like Himself . 


δ᾽ ὧν εκτος TOLUTOD εβουλήθη παντὰ γενεσθαι οτι μάλιστα παραπλήσια EALTO . 


If then , as Timaeus says , He desired and was able to make everything very-like Himself , then doubtless 


Et towvv , ὡς ο Tipatos φησιν, βούλεται καὶ δύναται ποιεῖν παντα παραπλήσια EALT@ , δηπου 
He has within Him , The Power to produce this . For what he wishes to do , this he can do in every way ; 


EXEL EV EALTO τὴν δυναμῖν ποιητικὴν τούτου : γὰρ O PODLAETAL , τοῦτο δύναται καὶ TAVTMS : 
thus He has in advance , the potential-power of this which he can do indeed ; for surely all that is capable 


733 δὲ TposlAnde : τὴν δύναμιν Tovtov oOo δυναται γε: YAP TOL παν TO SLUVALEVOV 
is capable , by its potency. Accordingly then , there exists a Potential-power and Cause in The Demiurge , 


δυναμδι δύναται : apa εστιν τις δυναμις και αἴτια EV TO δημιουργῷ 
that is able to liken , to Himself , The Beings that He creates . If this is so , then there does exist , in Him , 


QOOMOL@TIKN προς αὑτον τῶν δεδημιουργημενῶν.. Εἰ τοῦτο EoTIV, ἢ EV αὐτῷ 
The Idea of Likeness , by which , He makes His Creations both like one another and like Himself . 
ῃ OE τῆς OMOLOTNTOS , καθ᾽ NV TA δημιουργουμενα αφομοιοι TE προς αλληλα καὶ ADTOV : 
But if so , then without a doubt , He must also equally provide The Cause of Unlikeness to Himself , 
OAA EL TALTA, δηπου δει καὶ OLOD παρξχξιν τὴν CITLAV της AVOLOLOTHTOS προς ALVTOV 
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on the part of His Creations ; for it is not possible for a likeness/image to be brought into being at some 


TOV αὐτῶν δημιουργουμδνῶν : γὰρ οὐδὲ EVOEYETAL ELKOVOG YEVEOLV ὑποστηναι ποτε 
time , unless there is also a complementary notion of unlikeness ; for without this , Plato says , there 


un και τῆς συνεπινοουμενῆης AVOLOLOTHTOS, NS χῶρις, φησιν 
would be two Cratyluses , both Cratylus and the likeness of Cratylus (Crat 431d) . 


av evev δυο Κρατῦλοι, kato KpatvaAos καὶ ἡ εικὼν Κρατυλου. 


Socrates: Then what about the person who imitates The Essential-Being οἵ Actual/Factual Experiences 


431d δὲ Τι ο ἀπομιμοῦμενος τῆν OLOLAV TOV πραγματῶν 
by means of syllables and words ? Accordingly then by the same Reason , could one not on the one hand , 
δια τῶν συλλαβὼν TE καὶ γραμματῶν ; APA KATA TOV ALTOV AOYOV αν ov LEV 


if they assign to it all that is appropriate , then this - the name of the image - will be Beautiful/Good , 
ἀποδῶ TAVTA EOTLV TA TPOGNKOVTA — δ’ τοῦτο ἡ ονομα δικῶν — EOTAL ῃ KaAn 
but if sometimes , on the other hand , they leave-out or add-on some small detail , in that case , 


εαν  EVLOTE δὲ ελλειπη ἡ προστιθὴ σμικρὰ μὲν 
will the image then become not Beautiful/Good ? So that some names , will be Well-made , 
ELK@V_ δεγενήσεται οὐ καλη ; MOTE τὰ μὲν ἔσται καλῶς ειργασμενα 
whereas other ones , will be poorly-made ? 
TA OF KAKOG : 


Cratylus: Perhaps . lows . 
Socrates: Perhaps then , one will be a good artisan of names , while another will be faulty ? 
4316 Ισῶς δὲ ομεν εσται αἀγαθος δημιοῦργος ονοματῶν,, O OE κακος ; 
Cratylus: Yes . Nav. 
Socrates: Is it not the case then , that this was the name of The Lawgiver ? 
Ovkovv TOOT® NV OOVOUM νομοθετης. 
Cratylus: Yes . Nav. 
Socrates: Perhaps then , By Zeus , just as it is the case in the other Arts , so also with The Art of 


Ισῶς Se, vy Δι’ ὥσπερ εν ταῖς αλλαις τεχναῖς, και 
the Lawgiver , so that one may be good , while another may be bad , if indeed we are to concur with our 
νομοθετης ομεν αγαθος, o δὲ KQKOG , EAVTEP ομολογηθη ημιν 


previous admissions . (εμπροσθεν εκεινα .) 
Cratylus: This is the case . But you see , O Socrates , that when we assign these letters ; 

ταῦτα Eott. αλλ’ ορας, ὦ Σώκρατες, OTAV ATOSLIOM@LEV ταῦτα ταγραμματα, 
the alpha and the beta and each of these elemental letters to the names , by the grammatical art , 
432 TE TO CAMA καὶ TO PHTAKAL ἕκαστον τῶν OTOLYELWV τοῖς OVOLIAOLV TY YPALLATIKN TEXVN , 
if we take away any letter or if we add or we transpose any letter , on the one hand, is it not the case , 


EQV αφελῶμεν τι ἢ προσθῶμδν ἡ μεταθῶμεν τι, μεν ου 
that the name has been written for us , but it has been written incorrectly ; and thus it has not been written 


TO OVOLO YEYPATMTAL NW, LEVTOL ov op0@c , adAAa οὐδ YEYPANTAL 
at all , but on the other hand, it is immediately , another word , if anything happens to them . 
TO TAPATAV, CAA’ εστιν εὐθὺς ETEPOV, EQV τι TOON TOLTOV . 
Socrates: Since by considering the matter in this way , we are not considering it correctly , O Cratylus . 
Mn yap σκοποῦντες ODTO ov σκοπῶμεν καλῶς, ὦ Κρατυλε. 
Cratylus: In what way then ? IIc δη ; 
Socrates: Perhaps that which you say could happen , to such beings that must necessarily consist of 


Ισῶς «τοῦτο ο σὺ λξγεις AV πάσχοι, οσα QVAYKALOV εἰναι εκ 
a certain number or else not exist , just as the number Ten Itself , or whatever other number you want , 


τινος ἀριθμοῦ ἢ μῆηξεῖιναι,, ὥσπερ KALTA SEKA ALTA, ἡ οστις αλλος αριθμος BovAEl , 
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for if you take-away or add anything , it has immediately become another number . But this is not the kind 
432b eav αφελης ἡ προσθειςτι, εὐθὺς YEYOVE ETEPOG : O& αὑτῇ UN οὐχ ἢ 
of Correctness which applies to quality or to any image at all ; but on the contrary , an image , must not 

ἡ ορθοτης τοῦ ποιοῦ και τινος ElKOVOG ξυμπασης, αλλα το δναντιον den οὐδὲ 
by any means , yield all the qualities of that which it is to imitate , if they are to be images . But consider , 
TO παράπαν, ἀποδοῦναι MAVTA οἷον ὦ EOTLV ELKACEL, El ELVA μελλει ELKOV. SE σκοπει, 
if what I say is correct . Would there be two actual existents , such as Cratylus and the image of Cratylus , 
El τι AEyY@ . ap’av δυο πραγματα οιον Κρατυλος καὶ εἰκὼν Κρατυλου, 
if one of The Gods , should not only imitate your color and form, as painters do , but should also 

ει τις θεῶν , μη μονον απεικασειδξν σον TO χρῶμα καὶ σχημα ὥσπερ οι ζώγραφοι, αλλα καὶ 
make all the inner parts , exactly like yours , and should also reproduce the same flexibility 

432c ποιησειεν TAVTO τὰ EVTOG OLAMEP τοιαῦτα τὰ σὺ, καὶ ATOSOIN TAG αὑτας μαλακοτητας 
and warmth , and would also put into the parts , Motion , Vitality , and Presence of Mind, such as exist 
και θερμοτητας, και EVOEIN ALTOIG κινησιν και ψυχην καὶ φρονησιν οἵαπερ ἡ παρα 
in you, and in a word , should place beside you , another one , exactly like you are ? In such an event , 
σοι, KALEVLAOY® KATAOTIOELEV TANOLOV σὺ ETEPA σοὺ απερ τοιαῦτα EXELS ; TO τοιοῦτον TOT’ 
would there be the one actual Cratylus and an image of Cratylus , or two exact Cratyluses ? 


TOTEPOV αν EIN Kpatvaoc καὶ δικῶν KpatvAov ἢ Sov Kpatvaor; 
Cratylus: They appear , to me at least , O Socrates , to be two exact Cratyluses . 
δουκοῦυσιν ELOLYE .ΟΣώκρατες, Avo Kpatvaot. 


It must surely be the case then , that the creations brought into being are also unlike , compared to Him ; 
Agu én ODV TO TOAPQYOMEVA καὶ ἀνομοιουσθαι προς ADLTOV, 
by being perceptible , instead of Intelligible ; then they must also possess unlikeness to one another , 


γίγνομᾶνα αἰσθητὰ  GAVTL νοητῶν, μέντοι EXELV καὶ EXELV AVOLOLOTHTA AAANAG 

in every way , along with their likeness. And this , in turn , accords with The Will of The Father. For 
παντῶς μετα τῆς OMOLOTHTOG. Καὶ τοῦτο παλιν κατα τὴν βουλησιν TOL πατρος : γὰρ 

The Kosmos necessarily exists , out of being harmonized ; for every harmony is also a conjunction 


TOV KOOHOV δὲι = ELVaL—s EK NPHOGLEVOV : YAP TAGA APLOVLA EOTL καὶ συναρτησις 
of those that are both unlike and different ; a singular common analogy which is , as it were , a likeness 


TOV EOTL καὶ AVOLOLOV καὶ SLAMEPOHEVOV εἰς κοινος AOYOG Ka OlOV ομοιοτῆς 
among the unlike . Surely then , The Demiurge must also necessarily possess The Idea of Unlikeness ; 


EV GVOLOLOIG : SN ObV TOV δημιούῦύργον KaL AVAYKN EXElV E160G AVOLOLOTNTOG : 
for He who generated creations that are also subordinate to one another , and which are consequently 


YAP ALTOG ογεννησας τὰ και ὑπ᾽ αλληλα, Qa 8στιν on 

unlike one another , also harmonized The Whole Kosmos by means of Likeness . Surely then , Likeness 
QVOLOLA AAANAG, KALAPHOGAS TOV OAOV κοσμον δια τῆς ομοιοτῆτος. δὴ οὖν ομοιῖιον 
and Unlikeness exist Primarily in the Demiurge , and in order to speak more clearly , He is Their Source . 


καὶ AVOLOLOV ἔστι πρῶτος EV TH SNHLOLPY®, καὶ IVA ELMW σαφέστερον, πηγαιος : 
Seeing that This Aspect , is more thoroughly revealed among The Assimilative Gods , and especially 


ETEL ταῦτα ἔστι SLAMAVEOTEPA εν τοῖς αφομοιοτικοις θεοις και μαλιστα 
among The Fathers in that Order of Being , as it will become clear , when we speak about The Second 
τοις MATPAOLV EKEL , ὡς εσται dSnAov, οταν AsyMuUEV περι τῆς SELTEPAG 
Hypothesis . But seeing that The Demiurge also has to be The Unique Source of Their Being , then 


υποθεσεῶς : AAA’ ENEL O ONHLOLPYOG καὶ EXEL EOTLV τὴν LAV THYNV TOLT@V, και 
without a doubt , The Idea of Likeness ; The Primary Unity of The Ideas , Pre-exists in Him . For surely 


δήπου το ELOOG τῆς OMOLOTHTOS TH MIA μοναδι τῶν 1OEWV TPOLTAPYOV EV ALT: γοῦν 
ΠῚ 
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The Demiurge is The Monad that Contains/Embraces/Comprehends The Many Divine Monads , while 
ο δημίιουργος EOTLV μονας περιπληπτικη TOAA@V θειῶν μοναδῶν, και 
The Many Monads Share Their Unique-Properties with One another ; One , Imparting Purity , 
αι πολλαι μοναδες HETASLOOLOLV TOV OLKELOV LOLOTHTOV GAANAGIS : ἡ μὲν ELAYEV KABAPOTNTOG , 
another One , Assimilative Essential-Being , another One , some other character , according to which , 
734 ἡ ὃεὲ τὴν αφομοιοτικῆς ουὐσιας, δὲ QAAOV τινος, καθο 
They are allotted Their Unique Hyparxis . For we must not suppose that , whereas on the one hand , 
EAQYEV τὴν OLKELAV ὑπαρξιν : yap δει οὐ νομιζεσθαι οτι μεν 
The Ideas Pre-exist as Causes of the creations that come into being in accordance with Them , but that on 
TO ELON TPOVLOEOTHKEV ὡς αἴτιὰ τῶν γιγνομενῶν KOTO ταῦτα, 
the other hand , that there does not exist a Distinct Idea that Causes creations to become both Like and 
δε οὐκ εστι τις διαφεροῦσα ιτδεα τοῦ γιγνεσθαι καὶ ομοια και 
Unlike one another ; but that these are mere accidents in generated creations , whose essential-natures 
CQVOLOLA προς ALTA: δὲ. ταῦτα σύυμβαινει τοῖς γιγνομένοις, τας οὐσιας 
are constituted by The Ideas . For that which comes to be by chance has no place among The Realities 
συνισταντῶν τῶν ELOMV : YAP TO κατὰ συμβεβήκος EXEL οὔτε χῶραν ENL τῶν 
that Create and Bring into existence by Virtue of Their Very Own Being , neither does that which belongs 
ποιουντῶν καὶ γιγνομδνῶν τῷ αὐτῷ ElVal , οὔτε το ὑπάρχον 
to particulars exist without a Single Cause ; Pervading throughout all of them , The Cause of which each 
πολλοις ὑπαρχξι Y@PUS τῆς μιας αἰτιὰς διηκοῦσης δια παντῶν, παρ᾽ ἣν ἕκαστον 
of The Ideas Creates , by Itself , the likeness and unlikeness that comes to be. Accordingly then , The 
τῶν ELOMV TOLEL καθ’ αὐτο TO OLOLOV καὶ ἀνομοῖον = YLYVOLIEVOV : apa τὴν 
Power of Creating , at once , like and unlike creations , must necessarily belong , to All The Ideas . 
δύναμιν TOD TOLELV αμα ομοια καὶ ἀνομοια TO YLYVOHEVO AVAYKN LTAPYELV πασιν 
But if This Creative Power is common to All of Them , then Likeness and Unlikeness cannot be Identical 
de Et τοῦτο κοινον TOOL , TO OLOLOV καὶ AVOLOLOV οὔδεν ELN ταῦτον 
with any creation in The Kosmos ; since there are Limiting/Distinguishing/Separate Causes of All These 
TOV TAVTOV OAK’? εστι διωρισμενα αἴτια παντῶν τουτῶν 
Common Distinctions in All The Ideas , in which , Each of Them , according to Their Unique Kind 
κοινα πασιν ταῦτα, ὧν ἕκαστον τοῦτῶν προς τὴν οικειαν 
of Hyparxis , Participates , and thus Possesses Their Power . Surely then , there is both ἃ Demiurgic 
LTApElvV LETEYOVTA EXEL τὴν δυναμιν. dn οὖν Εστι και δημιουργικη 
Likeness and Unlikeness ; The One , being analogous to The Cause of The Limit , while The Other , 
OLOLOTHG KOLOAVOHOLOTHS, ἡ μὲν AVAAOYOV προς τὴν AITIAV τοῦ περᾶατος, ἢ OE 
corresponds to The Unlimited . Furthermore , The One , Joins-together , because of which , he says 
OLOTOLYOG τῷ απειρω: και μεν συναγῶγος διο ὦ φασιν 
“To the like , the like”132d ; The Other , is Separative , taking delight in procession and variety and 
TO OLOLOV OLOLOV > 1 δὲ διακριτικη, SE χαῖρει προοδὼ και ποικιλια καὶ 
movement , and at the extreme , is even responsible for the allotment of contrariety ; but Their 
κινῆσει, KOL TEAEDTALOV αχρι υποβασιν ελαχεν τῆς ἐναντιώσεως : SE αμφοτερῶν 
Essential-Being , is Immaterial , Pure , Simple , Uniform , and Eternal ; and Their Powers are analogous 
OLOLA ALAOG καὶ AYPAVTOG καὶ ATAN καὶ LOVOELSNS καὶ αἰώνιος, καὶ δυναμεις AVAAOYOV 
to Their Essential-Being , so that The Powers of The One, as we have said , are Collective , and 
τῇ οὐσια τῆς μὲν «ῶς EIPNTAL, συναγῶγοι και 
Causing Unification , Limitation and Uniformity ; while those of The Other are Discriminative and 
EVOTOLOL καὶ περατοῶτικαι καὶ μονοξιδεις, τῆς og SLOLPETLKOL καὶι 
Diverse , Causing Indefiniteness and Duality . Then as to their rank , they neither belong among the most 
αλλοιώτικαι καὶ ALTELPOTOLOL καὶ δυοειδεις : SE αὐτῶν ταξις οὔτε EOTLV EV τοις 
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Generic nor among the most Specific of The Ideas . Thus on the one hand , by the most Generic , I mean 

YEVIKM@TATOLG οὔτε EV τοις ELOMKMTATOIG TOV ειδῶν.. δὲ μεν γενικώτατα Asyo 

Those that are participated in by all beings , so that absolutely nothing at all exists which does not share in 

οσα μετεχεται ὑπὸ παντῶν, MOTE το μηδὲν παραπαν ElVaL ὦ μη μετουσιαν 

Their Subsistence , for example Being Itself , Sameness , and Otherness ; for these extend to all 

EKELVOV τὴν DMEOTIHKEV , OLOV ἡ OVOLA ALTN , TAVTOTNGS , ἡ ETEPOTNS : YAP ταῦτα διήκει ETL MAVTA 

beings .For what is there without a share of Being ? What then without Otherness ? What then without 

735 τὰ OVTA . YAP TL ἄμοιρον οὐσιᾶας; τι dE ἕτερος; τι δὲ 

Sameness ? Do not all creations also have a certain hyparxis , and are they not distinguished from others 

ταυτοτῆτος; ODXL παντὰ  KALEXEL τινὰ ὑπαρξιν, και διακεκριται τῶν αλλῶν 

by this Being Itself , and do they not have traits in common with other beings ? Then , if The Common 

κατ’ TO ELVAL AUTO , και κοινῶνει τοις OAAOIG; δὲ εἰ κοινῆη 

Cause of All The Real Beings is This Triad Itself , or rather The Monad indeed , as it will be clear , 

αἴτια παντῶν TOV οντῶν EOTL τοῦτο ἡ τριας αὐτή. SE LAALOV ἡ μονας YE, ὡς EOTAL SNAOV 

as we proceed . But on the other hand , by the most specific , I mean Those that are naturally adapted to 

προιουσι : δὲ ELOLKOTATO , οσα πεφυκεν 

be participated by individuals/units of Ideas , such as a man , a dog , and each of these . For These , 

μετεχεσθαι LTO τῶν ατομῶν ELOM@V οἷον AVOPMTOS , KUOV , EKADTOV τῶν TOLOVTOV : YAP τουτῶν 

have no part in proximately generating the monads in individuals , such as the man in every particular 

αι ATOYEVVMOL προσεχῶς ποιήσεις τας μοναδας EV τοῖς ATOLOIG , TOV AVOPATOV EV EKAOTA καθ᾽ 

man or the dog or the horse among the many , and each of the others in like manner . Thus , on the one 

τοις, καὶ κῦνα καὶ UMMOV EV τοις πολλοις καὶ EKAOTOV TOV CAA@V παραπλησιῶς : δὲ μὲν 

hand , The Intermediate Ideas , are Those Ideas that are extended even more than These , but on the other 

μεσα οσα EKTELVETAL ἔπι πλξον τουτῶν, δὲ 

hand , are not Active/Energized in all beings . For Justice , if you wish , belongs to souls . But how could 
μη EVEPYEL εις παντα TA OVTA : YAP TO SUKALOV , El BOLAEL , ὑπαρχξι μὲν ψυχαῖς : dE πῶς 

It be an Attribute in bodies , and in beings without a soul ? For what Righteousness is there in the stone , 
σώμασι και τοις AVTOIG ἀαψυχοις ; γαρτι δικαιοσύνη EV TO ALO 

and in the piece of wood ? For on the one hand , The Energy/Activity of Justice Herself must extend , 

καὶ εν TO EVA ; yap LEV τὴν EVEPYELOV δικὴν avtnv θετεον 

even to these , by Being a Goddess and by containing The Cause of these things ; but on the other hand , 

και εις ταῦτα, καὶ οὐσαν θεον καὶ EXOLOLV THVAITIAV TODTOV ; δὲ 

Justice Itself , (which Justice solely Is , quite apart from All The Other Ideas) solely Iluminates , 

TO SUCALOV (0 SLKALOV LOVOV EOTLV , και δὲ ODYL παντα τ’ αλλα Ta ξιδὴη) μονον ελλαμπει 

The Beings Capable of receiving It , and that is not absolutely all beings . 





τοις δεκτικοις αὐτοῦ, KAL οὐ απλῶς πασιν τοις OVOL. 
Now then , among These Ideas of Intermediate Rank , lying between those that are of the most Generic 
TOLVDV εν Τουτῶν εἰδῶν TOV LEGWV TNS TAEEWS τε EKELV@V τῶν γενικωτατῶν 





Subsistence , and those that are most Specific , we must place with them , both Likeness and Unlikeness , 
UTOOTAVTOV και τῶν ATOLMTATOV , DETEOV EKELVOIG καὶ τὴν ομοιοτητα καὶ τὴν AVOLOLOTHTO , 
which are the subject of our present consideration . For They are not only present to one species , such as 


ὧν ἔστι O λογος περι ἡμῖν παρῶν : YAP ταῦτα OLTE μονον παρξστι Eh EVOG ειδοὺς, OLOV 
I said , to mankind or to horses , but They have a place throughout all of creation ; yet They are not found 
λεγὼ ανθρώπου ἡ INTOD, αλλα ταῦτα χώρει δια παντῶν TOV πεποιημξνῶν : OLTE θεώρειται 
in all beings whatsoever . For if we take that subsistence without quality , belonging to bodies , 
ETL παντῶν TOV OVTOV οπῶώσουν : YAP El λαβοῖς TO EKELVO DTOKELMEVOV ἀποιον TOV σωματῶν 
itself by itself , which lies between matter and the numerous proximate Ideas ; you will find that 
QUTO καθ’ αὐτο, O EOTL μεταξὺ τῆς LANG καὶ TOV πολλῶν πρῶτος τῶν ELOWV , εὑρήσεις 
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it also has being and form/shape and otherness and sameness . For how could it exist , without Being Ὁ 
ALTO καὶ EXOV OVOLAV καὶ εἰδος καὶ ETEPOTHTA καὶ TALTOTHTA . γὰρ Πῶς av EN χώρις οὐσιας ; 
How then could it have three dimensions without Diversity ? Then how could it hold together without 
736 πῶς δὲ EXOL τρεῖς διαστάσεις χῶώρις Siaipscews; SE πῶς σύνεχοι χῶώρις 
Sameness ? Thus , Likeness and Unlikeness are not in it , for it is without qualities ; but these are in 
ταῦτητος ; AAA’ OMOLOTNS καὶ AVOLOLOTNS EOTLV οὐκ EKEL : YAP ἐστιν ATOLOV , δὲ ταῦτα EV 
those that have already been so qualified. Jt has both Motion and Rest. Seeing that on the one hand , 





τοις δὴ πεποιήμξνοις,, EXEL καὶ κινησιν και στάσιν, επει μεν 
it always exists in a state of becoming , it has Motion , and on the other hand , seeing that it never 
αξι γιγνομδνον κινησιν, og WS un 
goes outside its appropriate receptacle , it has Rest ; but still , it has no share of differentiating qualities 
ECLOTAMEVOV τῆς OUKELOG ὑποδοξης, στασιν : SE EOTIV ALOLPOV SLADEPOVGWV TOLOTHTOV 
and powers. Then, since we do not indeed regard Likeness and Sameness as being The Same Aspect 
καὶ δυναμεῶν. Yap ἤμξις οὐ γε αξομὲεν τὴν ομοιοτῆτα και τὴν ταυτοτητα εἰς ταῦτον 


(for Plato also distinguishes them , by assigning one place to Likeness and Unlikeness , but 
(yap o TAatwv Kat διεκρινεν avtas, καὶ αἀπεθετο μὲν ἀλλαχοῦ TO OLOLOV καὶ AVOLLOLOV , δὲ 
another place to Sameness and Otherness , just as it will be manifest in the hypotheses) , so The One 


αλλαχοῦ TAVTOTHTA καὶ ETEPOTHTA , καθαπερ EOTAL φανερον EV ταῖς ὑποθεσεσιν ) , καὶ ἡ μὲν 
is The Unification of Essences , but the other , The Unification of Powers ; just as Their Energies 


εστιν EVOTOLOG οὐσιῶν ἢ δὲ δυναμξῶν : ὥσπερ τῶν EVEPYELWV 
are United by Equality and Inequality ; because in The Realm of Pure Number there are differences 
EOTL ἡ LOOTAYNS και ανισοταχος εν TO αληθινὼ αριθμω ὧν διαφεροντῶς 


of slowness , just as we have learned in the Republic (VII 5296), 
καὶ βραδυτης [καθαπερ] μεμαθήκαμεν ev Πολιτεια, 


Socrates: (then I said) In the following manner . On the one hand , that These Spangled Bodies 
δ᾽ eyo nV , Ωδε. LEV ταῦτα τα ποικιλματα 
in The Heavens , as they are indeed Spangled-Ornamentations in a visible medium , be thought 


EV TM οὐρανῷ, EMELMEP EYELV πεποικιλται εν ορατῶ, HEV ηγξισθαι 
to be , The Most Beautiful and The Most Accurate of its kind , but far inferior to Real Beings , 
529d KOAALOTa καὶ ακριβεστατα τῶν TOLOLTOV , dE πολὺ EVSELV TOV αληθινῶν, 
which Motion of Reality ; Quick (Immediate) or Slow (At Perfect Rest) in Real Number (in Oneness), 
a nN d0pas τοον ταχος και βραδυτης εν αληθινὼ αριθμω 

and in all True Figures (The Ideas) , both in Relation to One Another , and as Being Vehicles of 


καὶ πασι αληθεσι τοις GYNUAOL TE προς αλληλα καὶ OVO φερεται 
all things that are carried within Them. Which Aspects , on the one hand , are Truly to be 


τα φερει EVOVTO : a LEV én 
Comprehended by Reason and by The Power of Understanding , but not , on the other hand , 
ληπτα λογῶ και διανοια, ου δ᾽ 
by sight ; or do you think they can ? 
OWEL: ἢ σὺ Ol€l ; 


In this way , there can also be , on the one hand , Intellectual Energies/Activities of Equal Speed , 


[οὔτω] αν και ElEV μεν VOEPQL EVEPYELAL ισοταχξις 
Which are especially , more Unific rather than multiplicative of The Intelligible Idea , and on the other 


ὧν SLAMEPOVTM@G EVUKMTEPOV μαλλον ἡ πληθύομξενον τῆς VONDEDS TO ξιδος, δὲ 
hand , Intellectual Energies of Unequal Speed , which are more multiplicative than more Unific . But 


QVIGOTAYEIC , ὧν μαλλον πληθυομεξνον ἡ EVUCOTEpOV . AAAG 
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on the one hand, as we said , these are differences in energies , whereas on the other hand , those are 
μεν, απερ εφην, ταῦτα διαφοροτητες τῶν EVEPYELAY , δε EKELVO 
differences in Essential-being/Substance and Potency . Therefore , on the one hand , Those Beings are 
TOV οὐσιῶν καὶ δυναμεξῶν: οῦν μεν οσα EOTLV 
The Same when They have a Common Substance/Essential-Being , but on the other hand , They are Like 
ταῦτα EXEL τὴν κοινὴν ODOLAV ; δὲ OO ομοιὰ 
when Their Powers are held in Common with One Another . But If Likeness is not identical to 
ταῖς δυναμεσιν κεκοινώνηκεν αλληλοις.. de Εἰ ἡ ομοιοτῆς δστιν μὴ ἡ αὑτὴ προς 
Sameness , then it is clear that Unlikeness is also distinct from Otherness ; and These Two Powers ; 
τὴν TAVTOTHTA , δηλον OTL ἡ AVOLOLOTHS καὶ SLAKEKPLTAL TNS ETEPOTNTOS : και αὐται δυο δυναμεῖις 
both Likeness and Unlikeness , are at The Head of The Procession of The Two Genera of Being ; I mean , 
1] TE ομοιοτῆς καὶ ἡ AVOLOLOTHS, ELOLV προπομπευουσαι τῶν SLO γενῶν TOL OVTOG , AEyW 
Sameness and Otherness ; and on the one hand , They accompany Them in Their Procession , as far as 
τῆς TAVTOTNTOG καὶ τῆς ETEPOTNTOG , καὶ HEV OLUTPOLOLGOAL αὕτοις Ed’ OGOV 
They are able , but cease at some point , and are unable to advance with Them, into every kind of being 
δύναται, δὲ ληγοῦσαι ποτε καὶ ASLVATOVOAL εκτεινεσθαι LET’ EKELVMV ETL παν TO OV 
whatsoever. But then , if Likeness is not the same as Sameness , is Likeness Superior to Sameness ? 
οπῶώσουν.. AAA’ APA ELT] OMOLOTNG EOTLV μη TAVTOV προς τῆν TAVTOTNTA , ἐστιν KPELTTOV AUTIS : 
For on the one hand , we also postulate Likeness among The Gods , and we often speak or write of 
yap Lev KOU ὑυποτιθεμεθα τὴν ομοιοτητα καὶ EV θεοις, μυριακῖς λέγοντες καὶ YPAOVTEG 
approaching Them , through Likeness ; but on the other hand , we assign Sameness to Beings in so far as 
737 MPOGLEVAL AVTOIG δι’ OLOLOTNTOG , δὲ απονεμομεὲν τὴν ταυτοτητα τοις οὐσιν καθοσον 
They are Beings , so that if Sameness also Belongs in Its Highest Apex in The Gods , then , It Belongs 
EOTLV OVTA , ὥστε καν LTAPXN τοις θεοις, υπαρχξιν 
to Them , by Virtue of Their Essential-Being , and not by Virtue of The Unities of Their Essential-being . 
αὐτῶν KOTO τας OVDOLAG καὶ οὐ κατὰ τας svadac τῶν οὐσιῶν. 
Or else let us assume that The Likeness in Them is Other , and not such a Kind/Quality as that which now 
H δλαμβανομεν τὴν ομοιοτῆτα EV EKELVOIG OAANV, καὶ OD τοιαύτην Ola νὺν 
proposed ; but by not being able to make clear The Absolute Unity of The Gods and Their Communion 
προκειται, dE οὐκ ἔχοντες δηλοῦν THVATAMGEV@OLV τῶν θεῶν καὶ τὴν KOLV@VLAV 
with One Another because of Their Inexpressible and Incomprehensible Hyparxis , we take The Likeness 
αλληλοις δια αὐτῶν τὴν APPNTOV και αλῆπτον vTapylv , λαβοντες OMOLOTHTA 
from secondary things and we apply it to Her. But not Their Sameness . And this , for good reason . 
ATO SELTEPOV TOV TMPOELPNKALEV ALTNV, GAA’ OD TALTNHTA , KALTOLTO ELKOTOS : 
For on the one hand , the term Sameness , applies to Their Essential-Form , whereas on the other hand , 
yap μὲν τοονομα THGTALTOTHTOG ἢν οὐσιῶδες, δὲ 
the term Likeness , does not apply to Their Essential-Being . From which reason then , we thought It 
TO THGOMOLOTHTOG οὐκ ἢν TOV οὐσιῶν , οθεν ὃδήη ὑπελάβομεν αὐτο 
to be Appropriate to The Super-Essentials , since It does not convey to us , of-Itself , The Conception 
προσήκειν τοις ὑπεροῦσιοις, WS οὐ GLVELOMEPOV ἡμῖν Ah’ EAVTOD τὴν EVVOLAV 
of Essential-Being. But generally , if Likeness is Superior to Sameness , then on the one hand , 
TNS OVOLAG δὲ OAWG. ELN OMOLOTNS KPELTTOV της TALTOTNTOS, μὲν 
all those that partake of Sameness would necessarily also have to partake of Likeness , but on the other 
παντα τὰ LETEXOVTA τῆς TALTOTITOG E0EL καὶ HETEXYELV OLOLOTNTOG , δὲ 
hand , all those that share in Likeness would no longer also have to partake of Sameness. For The 
παντα τὰ τῆς ομοιοτῆτος UNKETL και τῆς TAVTOTHTOS : YAP αἱ 
Powers of The Loftier and more-Generic Beings , extend even further than those of Their Inferiors. 
αι δυναμεις TOV ὑψηλοτερῶν καὶ YEVIKWTEPOV EKTELVOVTOLL ETL TAEOV TMV καταδεεστερῶν, 
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And we see this clearly-beforehand , in the species here below ; for the more generic terms , are 
καὶ OPOLEV τοῦτο TPOSNAWS ETL TOV γενῶν ἐνταῦθα KAL: YAP τα YEVIKMTEPA 
predicated/attributed to more subjects , in imitation of The Rank of The Primary and Creative/Efficacious 
KOTHYOPEITAL TAELOVOV , μιμουμενα τὴν TAELV TOV TPWTOLPYOV και SPAOTHPLOV 
and Demiurgic Genera . Thus certainly , on the one hand, all that exists in The Kosmos participate of 
καὶ δημιουργικῶν γενῶν : αλλα UNV LEV TAVTO τὰ EV τῷ KOOHM μετειλῆφεν 
Sameness , but on the other hand, not all that exists participates of Likeness ; for where is The Likeness 
TAVTOTHTOG , δὲ οὐ παντα [LETAAAUBAVO] ομοιοτητος : γὰρ ποὺ ἔστιν ομοιοτῆς 
in those devoid of quality ? Accordingly then, Likeness is not Superior to Sameness ; but on the contrary , 
EV τοις αποιοις ; APA ἡ OMOLOTHS Οὐκ KPELTTOV TNS ταυτοτητος, AAA TODVAVTLOV 
Sameness is more-Causal and more-Powerful than Likeness , then just as surely , by the same reasoning , 
TN] TALTOTISG EGTLV αἰτιώτερα καὶ δυνατώτερα τῆς OMOLOTNTOS , ὥσπερ δη KATA TOV ALTOV AOYOV 
Otherness is also Superior to Unlikeness . Surely then on the one hand , This could not be otherwise . 
NETEPOTHG καὶ TNS AVOLOLOTNTOS : én μεν τοῦτο αν οὐκ εχοι AAAWGS . 
But on the other hand , one must in turn consider about These Ideas , whether Likeness 
δὲ παλιν σκεπτεον Περι τουτῶν αὑτῶν ποτερον ἡ ομοιοτῆς 
is Superior to Unlikeness , as some persons have decided , or on the contrary , whether Unlikeness , 
ἔστιν KPELTTOV τῆς AVOHOLOTNTOG , ὥσπερ τινες ELAOVTO , ἡ TODVAVTLOV EKELVY] 
is Superior to Likeness . For it would also appear , that we see likeness , on the one hand , in the cyclical 
τῆς OMOLOTHTOG: yap av Kat δοξειεν θεώρειθαι ἢ ομοιοτῆς HEV EV ταῖς KATA κύκλον 
regressions of natural affairs , whereas on the other hand , we see unlikeness in their progressions . 


ETLOTPOWALG τῶν TPAYHATOV , δὲ ἡ ανομοιοτῆς EV ταῖς προοδοις : 
Therefore just as progression is superior than regression , surely then so also is Unlikeness Superior 
OLV ὥσπερ ἡ προοδος KPELTT@V τῆς ETLOTPOONS, SN OLTWKAL ἡ AVOLOLOTNS 


to Likeness; so that if this is the case, then Otherness is also Superior to Sameness. But if on the one hand, 
738 τῆς OMOLOTNTOS : MOTE ELTALTA, ἢ ETEPOTNG και κρειττῶν τῆς ταῦτοτης. AAA’ εἰ μὲν 
The Primary Cause were ἃ plurality , then without a doubt , it would be necessary to assign that Primacy 
ῃ ἀρχη ἣν πληθος, δήπου εδει νεμειν Ta πρεσβεια 
to Otherness , for plurality and dissolution are akin to that same cause [Otherness]. But if on the other 
TY ETEPOTHTL : YAP TO πλῆθος και ἡ διακρισις οἰκεῖον ταῦτη > δι δὲ 
hand , The Cause of The Whole of Creation is One , then it is clear that That which i is more-Unifying is 
TO αἴτιον TOV OAWV EOTLEV,  ONAOV οτι τὰ EVIKMTEPA EOTL 
more-akin to The First Cause , but Those Causes that are more-akin to The First Cause are Superior and 
ODLYYEVEOTEPA προς τὴν APYNV,SE TH ODYYEVEOTEPA τῇ apyn KPELTTO και 
more-honorable. Accordingly then , The More-Unifying Causes are Superior and more-Honorable than 
τιμιώτερα : apa TO EVIKWTEPA στιν KPELTTM καὶ τιμιώτερα 
those that are not . If then , on the one hand , Sameness is a Unifying Cause , while Otherness is 
τῶν TOLOLTOV μη. Εἰ tolvov μὲν ταῦτοτης ἔστιν δνοποῖος, δὲ ἢ ξτεροτῆς 
Diversifying and The Cause of Plurality in all the creations in which It will be present , it is quite-clear 
αλλοποιος και αἴτια πλήθους πασιν οις AV παραγενῆται, MpodnAov 
that Sameness is Superior to Otherness . But if this is the case , then Likeness is Superior to Unlikeness . 
ὡς ἡ TALTOTNS KPELTTOV τῆς ETEPOTNTOG : SE EL τοῦτο, και ομοιοτῆς κρειττῶν CVOHOLOTNTOS : 
For by analogy , as Sameness is to Otherness , so also is Likeness to Unlikeness ; and Likeness 
YAP ἀνάλογον, ὡς TALTOTNS προς ETEPOTNTA, OLTMS ομοιοτῆς προς AVOLOLOTHTA: καὶ ἡ ομοιοτῆς 
is like Sameness , as a Kind of Unity and Productive of Unity , while Unlikeness is Separative and 


ἔστιν OLOV ταυτοτης τις EVOTNS καὶ EVOTOLOG , SEN ανομοιοτῆς διάκρισις καὶ 
like Otherness . Furthermore , we can confirm this very result in short order from The Causes that 
OlOV δτεροτῆς. τοινὺν Ett καταδησομεθα το ALTO OLVTOHMS απο τῶν ἀρχῶν 
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follow after The One . Is it not the case then , that Socrates says in the Philebus (23c) that The Limit 


μετα TO EV: οὐκοῦν oL@Kpatys φησι εν Φιληβω περας 
and The Unlimited follow after The One ; and on the one hand , The Limit Defines and Measures and 


και απειῖρον μετα TO εν: και μὲν το περας OPICELV καὶ μετρεῖν και 

holds everything together , while on the other hand , The Unlimited Diversifies and leads towards 
ODVEXELV παντα, δὲ το ἀπειρον πληθῦύνειν καὶ περιαγεῖν εἰς 

the More-and-Less ; and that The Limit is More-Divine than The Unlimited . 

TO μαλλον καὶ NTTOV , καὶ TO περας ELVA θειοτερον TOD ATMELPOD: 


Socrates: Did we not say that of The Real Beings ; The One God Caused The Unlimited and The Limit ? 
23c ποὺ ελεγομὲν τῶν οντῶν Tov θεον δειξαι το μὲν ἀαπειρον, το δὲ περας ; 


For so it is , he says , that Intellect gains The Victory over pleasure , for the one is defined in terms of 
YAP OVTH καὶ EMATO TOV νοῦν κρατεῖν τηςηδονῆς, τοῦ μὲν KATA αφοριζομενου 
The Limit , while the other is defined as moving in the way of The Unlimited . If then , on the one hand , 


TO TEPAG , δὲ κατα τῆς φεδρομενης το απειρον. Εἰτοινὺν μεν 
Likeness corresponds to the column of The Limit , while Unlikeness , to the column of the Unlimited 


ἢ ομοιοτῆς EOTL KATH τὴν συστοιχιαν TOL TEPATOG , δὲ ἡ AVOLOLOTNS κατα τὴν τῆς ἀαπειρας 
(then it is manifest that the More-and-Less belongs to the Unlimited) , it is also clear that Likeness 

(δε δηλοι καὶιτο μαλλον καὶ ἤττον ον τῆς απειριας), καὶ δηλον ὡς τὴν OLOLOTHTA 
is Superior to Unlikeness , for the same reason that also led Socrates to place Intellect ahead of pleasure . 


υὑπαρχξιν KPELTTH τῆς AVOLOLOTHTOS , dN NTEP καὶ O LWKPATNS προύθηκεν TOV νοῦν TIS ἡδονήης. 
Furthermore , and in the third place we also say , that progression itself occurs more through likeness , 


Ett towvv TO τριτον καὶ AEYOMEV, OTL ἢ TPOOSOG AULT γιγνεται μαλλον δι OMOLOTH TOG 
than through unlikeness ; For otherwise that which proceeds would not Revert to its generating Cause , 

Ἢ ανομοιοτῆτος: yap TO προῖον QV OL ETEOTPAON προς TO γεννησαν, 
by being unlike It and totally other ; yet in some way , it makes its procession , while being connected 
OV AVOLOLMV αὑτῷ καὶ ATAWS ETEPOV , AAA’ OTN TETOINTAL τὴν προοῦδον συνημμενὼν 
and established in It . Because of this , Timaeus (290) also made Likeness to The Demiurge , 


καὶ NOPACHEVOV αὑτῷ. Ato ο Τιμαιῖος καὶ τὴν OLOLOTHTA προς τον δημιοῦργον 
The (Efficient) Cause for The Whole Kosmic Creation , 


τὴν ἡτιάασατο τῆς ολῆς κοσμοποιιας: 


Timaeus: Then in turn , these premises being granted , it is wholly necessary that This Kosmos 
29b δὲ αὖ Tovt@v υὑπαρχοντῶν πασα OAVAYKN τονδξ TOV κοσμον 
be a Copy/Image of some Being . Surely then in regard to every matter , it is most important to begin 


ElVAL ειἰκοναὰ τινος. én παντος μεγιστον αρξασθαι 
at the natural beginning .In this way then , in dealing with both The Copy and with Her Model/Paradigm , 


κατὰ φύσιν ἀρχην: ὦδε οῦν περι τε ELKOVOG καὶ περι αὑτης παραδειγματος 
one must distinguish then , that the descriptions are themselves also akin to those objects which 


SLOPLOTEOV APA  WGTOLG λογοὺς οντας αὑτῶν και EDYYEVEIG TOLTMV ὥνπερ 
they serve to explain ; Thus on the one hand , Those Descriptions which deal with That which is Abiding 


εισιν sCnyntar, ODV μεν. του μετα μονιμους 
and Unalterable and clearly Intelligible will be Abiding and Firm ; and in so far as Such Descriptions 
καὶ ἀμεταπτώτους καὶ KATAPAVOLG τοῦ μονιμοὺ και BEeBatoov , καθ’ OGOV OLOV λογοις 
can properly be both Irrefutable and Invincible , They must in no way fall short of This ; 
29. προσήκει ELVAL TE AVEAYKTOIG καὶ AVIKNTOIG , SEL UNSEV EAAELTELV TOLTOD : 
but on the other hand , the descriptions of That which is being copied in The Likeness of That Model , 
δὲ τοῦ μὲν τοὺς απεικασθεντος προς ξκεῖνο, 
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and is then a Likeness/Image/Copy Analogously Resembling Those Beings ; for which reason 
TE OVTOG SE ELKOVOG AVA AOYOV ELKOTAG EKELVWV OVTAG; O TL 

just as Essential-Being is to becoming/generation , so also is Truth to trust/belief . 

TEP OVOLA προς YEVEOLV τοῦτο αληθεια προς πιστιν. 
If then , O Socrates , in our treatment of very many matters regarding The Gods and the generation 
EQV ODV, ὦ Σώκρατες, [εἰπὼν] TOAAM@V πολλὰ περι, θεὼν KOL της YEVEDEMG 
of The Kosmos/All , we are unable to give descriptions that are themselves always in every way self- 
TOD TMAVTOG UN δυναται αποδουναῖι λογοὺς γιγνώμεθα αὐτοὺς TAVTN παντῶς MLTOIG 

consistent and perfectly exact , do not be surprised ; Thus , accordingly then , we must be Well-disposed , 





ομολογουμξνους καὶ ANNHKPLBM@LEVOUS , μη θαῦμασης, AAA’ apa > pn ayanav , 
if we can produce descriptions that are inferior to none in Likeness , by remembering that both you who 
EQLV παρεχώμεθα Ὥττον μῆηδενος ElKOTAG, μεμνημξνοὺς ὡς TE οι 


discerns and I who am speaking , are but human creatures , so that it is proper for us to accept the likely 
κριται καὶ EYM O AEYOV EXOLEV AVOPATIVYV φυσιν, MOTE πρεπει ὑμεις ἀποδεχομξνοὺς TOV ELKOTA 
story of these matters and not continue to search beyond this Limit . 

29d μυθον περι τουτῶν μηδεν ετι ζητειν περα. 


Seeing that it was not possible nor is it Lawful for the product to be The Same as The Producer , 

739 ener ἣν οὐκ δύνατον οὐδε θεμιτον YAP TO MAPAYOVTL ELVAL TALTOV TO TAPAYOLEVOV , 
Progression has come to be in accordance with The Likeness which Turns with Attentive Dependence to 
ἢ προοδος γεγονεν KOTO τὴν OLOLOTHTA , NTIC προσεχῶς εξηρτηται 
That Sameness . Why need we say more , since Plato has declared This , to be The Judgment/Decree 

τῆς tavtotyntos. Ti dei λεγειν πολλα, καὶ τοῦ Πλατῶνος αποφηναμενοῦ ταῦτην εἰναι ψηφον 
of The Creator (Tim 33c) ; that The Like is ten thousand times better than The Unlike , just as The 


δημιουργικὴν , TO OMOLOV ειναι μυριῶ καλλιον TOL AVOLLOLOD , καθαπερ TO 
Self-sufficient is also ten thousand times Better than that which is in need ? Then, if in The Intelligent 
OVTAAPKEG και TOD EVOEOUG ; δὲ El KATA τὴν VOEPAV 


Judgment of The Demiurge , The Like prevails over The Unlike , as being The Better , it is clear at once 
KPLOLV TOD SNLLOVPYOD το OMOLOV κρατεῖ τοῦ AVOLOLOD , ὡς OV καλλιον, SNAOV δηπουθεν 
that in The Ideas Themselves , which The Demiurge Comprehends/Contains (in Himself) , The One is 
OTL EV TOIGELOECLALTOIG οἷς ο δημίουργος TEPLELAN DEV TO μὲν EOTL 
also Superior , while The Other is inferior . 
καὶ κρεῖττον το OF KATASEEOTEPOV . 
On the one hand , because of this it is clear , that Likeness is Superior to Unlikeness . 
μὲν δια τοῦτῶν SNAOV , OTL ἡ ομοιοτῆς KPELTTOV τῆς AVOLOLOTNTOS : 
But on the other hand , we must next consider how it is that Plato calls Unlikeness the contrary of 
δὲ ἡμῖν εξης θεώρητον πῶς ο TlAatov eipnkev την AVOLOLOTHTA δναντιαν 
of Likeness at these times ; for it would seem to be impossible that , being Intelligible, They should be 
τῆς OMOLOTNTOS EV τοῦτοις : γὰρ αν δοξειξ ELVAL ἀδύνατον ονταὰ νοητὰ EXELV 
contrary to one another . Perhaps then , we must call contraries , not only those that occur in Matter , 
EVOAVTLWSG προς AAANAG . Μηποτε ovv δει AEYELV EVAVTLA OD μονα ταῦτα OOM YLYVETALL περι τὴν LANV 
fighting one another and destroying one another ; for these are the extreme and weakest of the contraries ; 
μαχομενα αλληλοις καὶ φθειροντα GAANAG : YAP ταῦτα EOTL εσχατα καὶ AOVEVY TOV EVAVTLOV : 
then surely the nature of contraries should not be determined from imperfect examples of them ; for 


én τὴν φυσιν οὐκ αρχεσθαι απο τῶν ἀτελῶν aAvLT@V: γὰρ 
generally , on the one hand , The Purity of qualities/properties is one , while that of strength is another , 
OAWG HEV 1 καθαροτῆς TOV πραγματῶν EOTLV και AGAAN, SE ἡ ObOdPOTYS AAAN , 
fd 
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and 50, on the one hand , the characteristic quality of strength is Supreme/extreme Penetrating/striking 
και LEV το ιδιον τῆς σφοδροτητος πληκτικον 
power , whereas on the other hand , that of Purity is Perfection and Ability/Efficiency/Competence . 
δὲ TO τῆς καθαροτήῆτος το TEAELOV και δύνατον 
Therefore , it must also be the case , that contraries about matter , are in some way , extremely/violently 
και Agi TO EVAVTLA περι τὴν LANV ElVOL TOD ododpotyntoc 
associated with one another , while Elsewhere Pure Contraries Commune with One Another ; for 
ομιλουντα μετὰ AAANAOIC, καὶ ἀλλαχοῦ KAVAPOTHTOS OVYYLYVOLEVA μετα αλληλοις : γὰρ 
in that case , They will not injure One-another nor be destroyed by One-Another , but Each of Them 
TOTE οὐκ απολεσει AAANAG OvdE φθαρήσεται DLT GAANA@V, αλλ’ EKATEPOV 
will Maintain Their Characteristic Purity . So then, contraries in matter , react quite differently 
LEVEL πο τῆς ιδιας καθαροτητος : AAAMOLV τα EVAVTLA EVLDAG, καὶ αλλα 
than Immaterial Contraries Perform ; since the former strike and destroy one another , while The Latter 
TA QvAG . τὰ μὲν TANKTIKA καὶ φθαρτικα GAANAWV, τὰ dE 
are Intangible , Pure and Together Breathe The Same Breath . And, if you will , think of the progression 
αναάφη καὶ καθαρα καὶ ἀλλήλοις ovUmveovta . Kat, et BovAsl, vonoov τὴν mpoodov 
of contrariety as being four in number ; suppose one stage of contriety in Intellect , then another in souls , 
TOV EVAVTLOV TETPATAN , θεμενος LEV AAANV EvavTLMOLV EV VO, SE GAANV EV ψυχαῖς, 
then another in the Heavens , then finally another in Matter . For on the one hand , the contraries about 
δε QAANV EV TO OVPAVO , SE TEAELTALAV περι τὴν LVANV. yap LEV Ta δναντια περι 
matter destroy one another and yield to each other out of their common receptacle , and what has been 
740 την ὑυλην φθειρει GAANAG καὶ EFLOTATAL AAANAOIS τῆς κοινῆς ὑποδοχῆς, KAL KEK— 
occupied by one can no longer be shared by another . For never will the white become black (Phaedo 103) 
πρατήμενον KSLVATOV TOD AOLTOD LETEYXELV TO ETEPW : YAP OVTE ποτε AEAELKMLEVOV μελαινεται, 
except by the destruction of the white , nor is the hot made cold without the disappearance of heat . 
LN τῆς AVNPNLEVNS τῆς AELKOTNTOS, OLTE TO θερμον ψυχραῖνεται LN παυσαμενῆς TNS θηπμοτητος. 
But Heavenly Contraries Subsist Together According to (Circle of) The Same . For The Motion 
δὲ ODPAVOV Ta συνυφεστήηκεν KOTO OHOD: YAP κίνησις 
of The Same is Contrary , to the motion of The Other , but The Same Being (The Kosmos) is moved 
ἡ ταῦτου καὶ ἡ θατεροῦυ.. δε TO QDTO KLVELTOL 
in both ways , and when one motion is moving , it does not abandon the remaining motion ; from which 
QUPOTEPAG, καὶ τὴν ETEPNV κινοῦμενον οὔχι αφισταται τῆς λοιπῆς, οθεν 
you can also infer that The Ether is Immaterial in Its Essential-Being , for in matter , the contrary 
αν και λαβοις ὡς τοὺ αἰἴθερος EOTLV αὐλος OLOLA: YAP περι τὴν LANV TO 
that was there before , retires at the entrance of the other. Therefore , on the one hand , such Heavenly 
TMPOVTAPYOV ECLOTATOL EMELOLOVTL τῷ θάατερῶῷ:  OLV μεν O00 κατ’ OLPAVOV 
Contraries Subsist Together ; thus I mean such as Their opposite revolutions , Their Centers , and 
EVAVTLA συνυφεστηῆκεξ, δὲ λεγὼ OLOV αι αντιπεριφοραι, τὰ KEVTPA, και 
whatever other Contrarieties there are in The Powers of The Heavens , but have been allotted 
εἰ τινες αλλαι EVAVTLWGELG καὶ EOTLV TOV δυναμεῶν EKEL, αλλ’ EAQYE 
Their Subsistence in an extended Subject (The Kosmos) . But on the other hand , the contraries in souls , 
τὴν ὑποστασιν EV SLAOTATM πραγματι. δε Τα ὃν ταῖς ψυχαις 
such as The Circle of The Same and The Circle of the Other , the pair of horses , remain unextended , 
OTE KLKAOG TALTOD και ὁ θατερου, καὶ ἡ SLAG TOV INMOV , AOLTOV ASLAOTATA , 
yet they are divided and multiple , and exhibit out-flows and unfoldings in performing their functions . 
αλλ EOTL διηρημξνα καὶ πεπληθύυσμενα, καὶ διεξοδοις καὶ AVEALIEEOL TOLODHEVO τας EVEPYELAG . 
But The Contraries in The Intellect , being Unified to The Highest Degree , are Partless and Immaterial , 
dé Ta εν TO VO ηνῶώμενα KAT’ AKPAV ὑπερβολὴν EOTL καὶ ALEPWS καὶ ALAWS , 
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and by Subsisting Uniformly , it also belongs to Them to be Creative in The Company of One Another ; 

καὶ DOEOTHKOTA EVOELEWG, και ὑπάρχοντα δημιοῦργικα μετ’ αλληλῶν: 

for Sameness creates together with Otherness , and Otherness with Sameness . Thus certainly 

YAP και ἡ ταυτοτῆς MOLEL μετὰ τῆς ETEPOTNTOG , καὶ ἡ ETEPOTIS μετὰ τῆς TALTOTHTOS. Kor μὴν 

the contraries about matter flee one another ; but , in another way , The Heavenly Ones on the one hand , 

TO EVAVTLA περι τὴν LANV φεύγει CAANAG , SE αλλα τὰ ODPAVLO LIEV 

Coexist with One-another , by being Correspondent ; for Their Subsistence is Receptive to both of Them , 

σύνεστι QAANAOIG, κατα συμβεβήηκος : YAP TO ὑποκειμξνον EOTL δεκτικον TO ἀαμφοτερῶν, 

at the same time , but on the other hand , the contraries in souls co-exist with one another as such , for 

αμα : δε τὰ ὄν ψῦύυχαῖς σύνεστιν αλληλοις καθ’ αὐτο, γὰρ 

their Essences are In-Contact with One-another ; while Those in The Intellect also Participate in 

αὐται TA OVOLAL GOUVATTOVTAL GAANAAIGC : δ TO EV τῶν καὶ μετεχξι 

One-another . Therefore , The Procession of The Contraries starts from Participation and Joint-contact 
αλληλῶν : oOvv ἡ προοδος τῶν EVAVTLIOV απὸ τῆς μετοχῆς και τῆς συναφης 

and Co-existence in the same subject , and ends in fleeing one-another . Thus on the one hand , 

TNS παρουσιας EV τῷ αὐτῷ ETEAELTIOEV ETL τὴν OLYNV ἀλλήλων. AAA’ μὲν 

we must lay down that Contraries both exist in The Intelligible Realm , and in what way they exist , and 


θετεον Οτι TOA EVAVTIO και EV τοις VONTOIG καὶ οπῶς 5 και 
through this it will be clear , that Contrariety exists in ἃ different way in each Order of Beings . 
δια τοῦτῶν δηλον, OTL ἢ δναντιῶσις αλλῶως καθ EKAOTHV ταξιν τῶν OVTOV . 
Thus on the other hand , I lay down that Contriety also bears The Image of The Two Archetypes 
δὲ Προσκεισθὼ OTL ἡ EVAVTIMOLG καὶ φερει μιμημα τῶν δυο ἀρχῶν 
that follow after The One , and just as The Limit and The Unlimited are United with One-another , so also 
741 usta TO ἕν, καὶ ὥσπερ EKELVOLL YV@VTAL AAANAQIC , OLTM και 


do The Contraries in The Ideas Imitate Their Transcendent Unity by Participating of Them. And 
τὰ EVAVTLA EV τοῖς ELOEOLV μιμειται τὴν ECNPNLMEVTV EVMOLV τῆς μετοχῆς EKELVOV : καὶ 
because of this , Contraries everywhere , depend upon a Single Summit/Head/Leader (Phaedo 600), 
510 TO EVAVTLA πανταχοῦ EENPTNTAL μιας κορυφης 

just as The Dyad There , springs from The One and has Its Reality about The One ; thus on n the one hand , 

ὡς 1 δυὰς EkEl sk TOD EVOG KAL DLOEOTHKE περι TO EV, και LEV 
The Better of The Two Contraries Imitates The Limit , while on the other hand , The Inferior Imitates 
TO KPELTTOV τῶν EVAVTLOV μιμεῖται TO TEPACS , δὲ το καταδξεστερον μιμειται 
The Unlimited ; surely then from whence the natural scientists also say that The Inferior of the contraries 

TO απειρον: én οθεν οι φύυσικοι καὶ λεγοῦσι TO YELPOV τῶν EVAVTLOV 
is a deprivation of The Limit . Thus , that Likeness is also the contrary of Unlikeness , we must establish 
ειναι OTEPNOLV TOD περατος. δὲ OTLN OLOLOTHS καὶ τὴ EVAVTLOV AVOLLOLOTHTL , υπο-- 
by recalling on the one hand , that Likeness , as such, in the first place , never participates in Unlikeness , 
πμνήηστεον μεν TO OLOLOV καθο OLOLOV EK TOD TPOTEPOV μὲν μηδαμοῦ LETEYELV AVOLLOLOTNTOG , 
nor Unlikeness , as such , in Likeness . But you could also say this of other things that are not contraries ; 
μηδε TO AVOLOLOV ομοιοτητος. AAAG av φαιης τοῦτο En’ AAAWV α EOTLV μη δναντια, 
for example ; Man does not participate in The Idea of Horse , nor Horse in that of Man ; hence to what 

OLOV O AVOPMTNOG οὔτε μεξτειλῆφεν τῆς 1OEAG IMTOD , οὔτε O INTOG TOD AVOPwWTOD : ODV TO 

has been said we should add that whatever is receptive of both , is unlike , if it is not like , and like 

EIPNUEVO MPOOKELOETAL καὶ OTL SEKTLKOV TO αἀμφοιν, AVOLLOLOV , El μὴ OLOLOV , καὶ OLOLOV 
if it is not unlike ; which then , cannot happen in the case of beings that solely belong to one species ; 


διμη avonolov, oOo dn advvatov συμβαίνειν Ext τῶν μονον ETEPOELOOV : 
for that which is not-a-man is not a horse , nor is that which is not-a-horse ,aman. But surely you could 
yap το un ἀνθρῶπος ov ιππος, οῦδὲ το un ᾿ππος ἀανθρῶπος. AAAa δὴ av 
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say that the statement does apply to privations . For everything that is capable of receiving a condition 

PAINS OTL TO ELPLNLEVOV και UMAPYEL ταῖς OTEPT]OEOL : YAP παν TO δεκτικὸν ECEWC 

or its privation , is deprived ; if it does not have the condition , and if it is not deprived , it has the state . 

καὶ OTEPNOEWS EOTEPNTAL: εἰ μη EYOL τὴν εξιν KOLELLN EPTEPNTAL, ξχξι τὴν εξιν: 

Thus , I will also add a strange assertion, that it is their [like and unlike] nature to change into each other . 

OLV KGL προσκεισθὼ TL AAAOTPLOV , OTL πεφύκεν HETABOLAAELV εις OAANAG . 

But , could this be said to be the case of the likeness and unlikeness here ? Accordingly then , I will reply 

AAA αν τοῦτο φαιης VTAPYELV TN ομοιοτητι καὶ AVOLOLOTHTL EVTALOG: TOLVDV λεγεσθω 

that The Likeness and Unlikeness There [in The Intelligible Realm] are also Themselves Contraries , 

OTL ἡ καὶ ομοιοτῆς καὶ AVOLOLOTNG EKEL εισῖνκαὶι QvLTOAL EVOVTOL, 

inasmuch as They are The Foundations of all contraries . For if , of two contraries ; the one comes from 

καθοσον εισιν υποστατικαι EVAVTIMV. γαρξδι τῶν EVAVTIMV το μὲν YLYVOLTO ὑπο 

One of These , while the other comes from The Other of These , and neither from the remaining one , 
τησδε το δὲ vO TNOOE καὶ UNSETEPOV LTO τῆς λοιπῆς, 

thus it is also clear that in their Causes , although in ἃ different way , The Antithesis similarly exists . 

δε EOTLV καὶ ONAOV OTL περι αὑτῶν τῆς ALTLAG μὲν τινα AAAOV TPOTOV , ἡ αντιθεσις OLLMG εστι. 

Therefore , by as much as The Unifying Cause is The Antithesis of The Separating Cause , and The 


ovv Kad’ ooov TO EVOTOLOV TO OLALPETLKO καὶ TO 
Joining Cause is The Antithesis of The Differentiating Cause ,by so much also is The Antithesis (Likeness) 
OLVAYWVOV αντικειται TO διακριτικῶὼ , κατα τοσοῦτον καὶ ἡ EVAVTLOTNS 


Opposite to Unlikeness . For if Their Functions are Always and Essentially Contrary , 
ηνηντιῶται προς τὴν AVOLOLOTHTA . YAP EL αὑτῶν AL EVEPYELAL MEL καὶ κατ᾽ OVOLAV EVAVTLOL 
then it is clear that They possess a Certain Contrariety in Their Essential-being ; for They Act from 
742 SnAov oTl EXOLOL TIVO EVAVTLMOLV εν TH OLOLIa : YAP EVEPYOVOL 
Their Very Being and They have been Allotted Activities concurrent with Their Essential-being . But 
TO αὐτῷ ELVAL και ειλήχασιν τας EVEPYELAG GLVSPOLOLG ταῖς OVOLAC: δὲ 
we have said before , in what Way Contraries Exist There [The Intelligible Realm] . Thus we have shown 
προειρηται οπῶς τα ναντια δεκει. ovv Δεδεικται 
what Likeness is , in which there also exists Unlikeness , and what are Their Essences and what are Their 
τι OLOLOV EOTLV, EV ὦ KOU QVOHOLOV, TE τις AVTAVT]OVOIM καὶ τινες αἱ 
Powers , and what Their Rank is , and how They are Arranged as Intermediate among The Ideas , so that 
δυνάμεις, τε τις ηταξις καὶ πῶς τετακται LEGOIG EV τοις ELOEOLV , TE OTL 
They are Subordinate to Sameness and Otherness , being neither Superior nor The Same (for The Like 
KOTASEEOTEPA ταῦτητος καὶ ETEPOTNTOG, καὶ OLTE KPELTTOVA ODTE ταῦτα (YAP TA OHOLA 
is Unlike to The Same and The Other) ; and how They Relate to Each-other , so that Likeness 
AVOLOLA προς TA ταῦτα καὶ τὰ ETEPA),TETMOG EXEL προς AAANAG, καὶ OTL ἡ OLOLOTHS 
is More-Divine [than Unlikeness] ; and how Contrariety exists among The Intelligibles , and how many 


θειοτερον και και πῶς ἡ EVAVTIMOIG ὃν τοις VONTOIG, καὶ ποσαι 
Ranks οἵ Contrariety there are , and through what Causes They have been Produced ; and finally 
ταξεις τῶν EVAVTLOV , καὶ δια OLUTLAG ποιας , καὶ TEAOG 
in what way The Like and The Unlike are said to be Contraries . Therefore with these matters 
πῶς ομοιῖιον καὶ ἀνόμοιον AEYETAL εναντια. οῦν Tovt@v 
having been made clear , we must proceed to what follows . 
σεσαφηνισμενῶν μεταβατεον επι TA εξης. 


Socrates: But that you and me, and all the other things which we certainly 
129a δὲ σε καὶ EWE και ταλλα α én 
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call many , Participate of These Two Beings ? And that on the one hand , such things that 


καλοῦμεν TOAAG μεταλαμβανεῖιν TOLTOLV δυοιν OVTOLV ; καὶ HEV τα 
Participate of Likeness become like , and in so far as to the degree such things may 
LETAAAUBAVOVTA τῆς OMOLOTHTOG γιγνεσθαι OLOLA καὶ οσον KATA τοσοῦτον αν 
Participate in this way ; but those that Participate of Unlikeness become unlike ; but that those 
μεταλαμβανη tavty , δὲ τὰ τῆς ἀνομοιοτῆτος ἀνομοια, d& τα 
which Participate of both become both ? 

αμφοτερῶν ALLOOTEPAL ; 


On the one hand , the statement of Socrates , as it was proposed , was to lead the inquiry from 
μὲν τῷ Προθεσις Σώκρατει, καθαπερ DTOKELTAL , NV μεταγαγεῖν την ζήτησιν ATO 

from The Immanent Monads , to The Transcendent and Indivisible Causes Themselves , of These Ideas 
απο TOV κατατεταγμενῶν ET’ TAG εξηρημενας και ALEPELG AITLAG ALTAG TOLTMV τῶν ELOWV 
that are [Immanent] in other beings , and to see along with Zeno , in what way These Indivisible Beings 

εν QAAOLSG OVTOV , καὶ θεώρησαῖι μετὰ TOD Ζήνωνος πῶς αι AVTAL ALEPELG OVOLAL 
are United to One-another , and whether by Participation in One-another , or by some Innate Unity 
OVVIVO@VTAL AAANAGIC , καὶ ποτρον [ETEYOLOLV QAANAWV, N τινα ὑπαρχξι ἡ EVMOIC 
Belonging to Them in another way . Such then , being his proposal , he first asks [Zeno] if he himself is 
και TALTALG AAAOV τροπον. ToLALTISG dE οὔσης TNS προθεσεῶς, πρῶτον NPWTNOEV El αὑτος EOTL 
also a friend of The Ideas , and as if having answered himself , that being of sound mind , it would not be 
καὶ φιλος TOV ELOMV , καὶ ὥσπερ AMOKPIVALEVOG EALTM OTLOVTAG σοῴφους ov 
right to be distrustful towards such a hypothesis ; he then makes the discussion upon both Likeness and 
θεμις ἀπιστεῖν προς TOLALTHV τὴν ὑποθεσιν, ποιησαμξνος TOV AOYOV ETL TE TG OLOLOTHTOG καὶ 
Unlikeness , for which reason , Zeno , in the first of his conclusions , had also advocated These to be 
QVOLOLOTHTOG, διοτι O ZNVOV EV TO TP@TM συμπεράσματι καὶ OLVNYEV ταῦτα εἰς 
the same qualities which he had earlier called Contraries and Socrates agrees with those conclusions . 

ταῦτον α προειρήῆκεξν EVAVTLA KALO LOKPATNHS συμφθεγγομένος EKELVO , 

And because These are in a certain way Intermediate among The Ideas , and in the third place , as 
και OTL TALTAEOTL πῶς LECH EV τοις ELOEOLV , καὶ ὑπομεμνήησται EV τριτῶ, ὡς 
it should be remembered , that a discussion about Likeness is Appropriate for those who are being led up ; 
743 υπομεμνησται, OTL O AOYOG περι OMOLOTNTOG OLKELOG τοις OAVOAYOLEVOLG , 
and for many other reasons , and the more complete of these , is that all The Ideas also in need of These 
και δι᾽πολλας αλλας αἰἴτιας, καὶ TO TEAELOTEPOV TOLTMV OTL παντα τα ειδη καὶ SELTAL TOUTM@V 
Two , inasmuch as They are Causes of likenesses ; of all things that come into being [in accordance] with 





τῶν δυο, καθοσον εστιν AITIA ElKOVOV, τῶν TAVTOV γιγνομενῶν προς 
Them , he now proceeds to discourse about the participation of The Ideas , on the one hand , by proposing 
αὐτα, vov διαλεγεται περι τῆς μετοχῆς TOV εἰδῶν, ὑποθεμος υποθεμος 
that They are partaken of , then on the other hand , that things here , partake of Them , and through this 
EKELVG, διναι μεθεκτα, δε τα THOE μξτεχοντα, και δια ταῦτης 
participation , things here come to be like Them. From this you can also understand why we said that 
τῆς μεθεξεως τα THSE ομοιοῦσθαι EKELVOLC : οθεν av Kat λαβοις εἰπομὲν 


this was the most authoritative reason for discoursing about Those Ideas first. For if in general , Ideas 
NV KLOPLOTATHV αἰἴτιαν OU NV SLAAEYETAL περι TOLTOV τῶν ELOWV TPWTOV. γὰρ Εἰ ολῶς εκξεινα 
are Paradigms/Models/Patterns , while things here are copies/images [of Them] , obviously , the latter are 


παραδειγματα δὲ ταῦτα ELKOVEG , δήπου TO THOE 
both like and unlike The Former. For such is the nature of copies , that along with its likeness to its 
OHOLA καὶ ἀνομοιαὰ τοῖς EKEL: yap τοιαῦτῃῆῃ ἢ εικῶν, μετα τῆς ομοιοτῆτος προς TO 
td 
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Model , it also reveals its unlikeness .For otherwise Likeness alone , would make a Model/Pattern/Design 
παραδειγμα καὶ παρεμφαϊνοῦυσα τὴν AVOLOLOTHTA : YAP ἡ OMOLOTNS LOVOV TE TOLEL παραδειμα 
of This Likeness Itself , instead of a copy , or in turn , Unlikeness alone , in doing away with Likeness , 
τοῦτο QVTL ElKOVOG, ἡ παλῖν ανομοιοτῆς αφαιρουμενη τὴν ομοιῶσιν 
would do away with the likeness of the copy . Thus in order that anything becomes a copy of something , 
αφανιζει τὴν OMOLOTHTA τῆς EUKOVOG: οὖν ινὰ αλλ YEVNTAL εἰκὼν αλλου 
it is necessary that both Likeness and Unlikeness exist . Accordingly then These Ideas [of Likeness and 
det και ομοιῶσιν και AVOLOLMOLV ειναι. apa ταῦτα 
Unlikeness] must necessarily be presupposed by those who are going to discourse about Ideas ; for if 
Δει προυποκεισθαι τοις διαλεξομενοις περι τῶν ELOMV : γὰρ EL 
They do not exist , there could hardly be some other Ideas . For first an image must come into being , 
ταῦτα UN ἡ, AV OYOAN ElH τι TOV αλλῶν εἰδῶν : YAP πρῶτον ELKOVGa χρη γενεσθαι, 
then afterwards , in this way a copy of something . But since our present inquiry is about the participation 
Ἔπειτα OLTM@G ElkKOVa τινος. AAA’ επειδη EV TW παροντι O λογος περι τῆς μετοχῆς 
in Ideas , we must go through whether only perceptible objects participate in Ideas as their Patterns , or 
TOV εἰδῶν, SLATOPNTEOV APA μονα TA ALOONTA HETEYEL τῶν ELOMV ὡς TAPASELYHATOV , ἢ 
whether perceptibles and Intellectual? Beings in addition to these or both of these , and also Intelligibles , 
N καὶ τὰ αἰσθητὰ καὶ τὰ νοητὰ προς τοῦτοις, N και ταῦτα, N ETL τα VONTO, 
such as are Secondary to Those Prior to Them. For on the one hand , according to those for whom 
οσα SEvTEPA τῶν TPO αὑτῶν: YAP μεν καθ᾽ οὺς 
Intellect is One , would not say that Intelligibles Themselves are Patterns of Intelligibles ; while on the 
VOUG EOTL εις, AV οὐκ φαῖεν vonta ALTA  TAPASELYHATA νοητῶν: 
other hand , those who assume a plurality of Intellects , would themselves be entirely distrustful if 
δε OUG πληθος νοῶν, αν οὔτοι παντῶς απιστήησειαν EL 
we were to say that Intelligibles in The Upper Ranks must be Patterns for Those in The Lower Ranks . 
φαναι τὰ EV τοις ὑπερτεροις SEL παραδειγματα τῶν EV τοις καταδξξστεροις, 
Thus for example I mean that The Intelligibles in The Unparticipated Intellect are Patterns of Ideas in The 
δὲ οιον AEYO τα EV TO αμεθεκτῶ vo τῶν εἰδῶν EV TO 
Participated Intellect that are of Secondary Reality and derived from The Former , or that The Ideas in 
LETEXOLEVO TOV SELTEPAV OVTOV an’ ἐκεινῶν, ἢ τὰ ὃν 
The Kosmic Intellect are Patterns of those in particular intellects . Therefore , these matters are worthy 
744 τῶ oAuk@ TOV τοις ὃν μερικοις. δ᾽ οὖν Ταῦτα αξια 
of attention . For they also involve the justifiable inquiry , into what sorts of Beings should be called 
ETLOTAGEMG : YAP καὶ EXEL δικαιαν ζητησιν, ποιὰ TMVOVTMV SEL KOAELV 
Patterns and what sort of beings should be called copies. Then if, as we have said , copies and Model 
παραδειγματα και ποιας εἰκονας. AAA ει, ὥσπερ EAEYOHEV , εἰκὼν καὶ παραδειγμα 
are so arranged to one another , that the copy equally reveals in itself its Likeness 
EXEL TAVTNV τὴν TAELV προς GAANAG , ὡς τὴν ξεικονα EELONS APEDALVELV EV EAUTY τὴν OLOLOTHTA 
and its unlikeness to its Model , in order that it may also be recognized as a copy ; for a perfect/peak 
και τὴν ἀνομοιοτηῆτα προς τὴν TO TAPASELYHA , LV καὶ YVOPICNTAL ὡς ELKOV : YAP ἡ AKPA 
likeness , it was said (Crat 432c , page 12) , no longer sees the copy as a copy , since it prepares one 
ομοιοτῆς, φησιν , ODKETL θεώρει τὴν ELKOVA ὡς ELKOVA , αλλ αὐτο παρασκευάζει 
to conclude that pattern and “copy” are the same . If then , we have been correct in saying this , then , 
εις ODVAYELV TO παραδειγμα καὶ τὴν ELKOVA TADTOV. Εἰ τοινὺν ορθὼς ELPNTAL ταῦτα, μην 
without a doubt , we must never make , an Intelligible a “copy” of an Intelligible . For All Intelligible 
δήπου det μηδαμῶς TOLELV νοητὰ ElKOVAG νοητῶν : γὰρ MAGA ἡ νοητῇ 
Being , as Timaeus says (Tim 35a) , is Indivisible ; then , by Her Being Indivisible , it is not possible 
οὐσια, KANDA O TILALOS φησιν, EOTLV ALEPLOTOG : δὲ αὑτης OLONSG ALEPLOTOD , ἐστι οὐκ 
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to say, that She is part Model , and part copy ; for the interval/gap/space/difference/separation 


λεγειν TO μὲν παραδειγμα,, TO δὲ ELKOVa : γὰρ ἢ διαστασις 
between these is so extreme . 
TODTOV TAELOTY : 


Timaeus: From The Indivisible and Eternal Being , Abiding According to The Same , and 
35a Τῆς ἀμεριστοῦ καὶ GEL OVOLAG EXYOLONG KATA ταῦτα καὶι 
in turn , from the divisible , ever changing existence of the physical realm , He mixed a Third 


av TNS μεριστης γιγνομδνής περι τὰ σώματα, OLVEKEPAGATO τριτον 
Form/Idea/Genera of Intermediate Existence from both of them . Again , and in the same way 


ειδος EVHEOM OLOLAG ε΄ αμφοιν, αὖ και καταταῦτα 
with the nature of both The Same and of The Other , It was combined together , in between them , 


περι φυσεῶς TE TNS TAVTOD καὶ της θατερου, ξυνεστησεν EV LEOW αὐτῶν 
from both The Indivisible and that which is divisible about the physical realm : 


τὲ τοὺ AMEPOLSG Και τοῦ μεριστοὺ KATA τὰ σώματα. 


For the copy ,as (Plato) says , in so far as it is a copy , is not in-itself , but belongs as it were , to-another , 
YAP TN δικῶν, ὡς φησιν, καθοσον EOTLV ELKOV , EOTLV οὐδε EV EALTI , AAA’ ἐστιν ὥσπερ, AAAOD 
and accordingly then , in this way , it is in-another . But instead we should say that , on the one hand , 


και apa OLTM@G EOTLV EV CAAOD : αλλ’ χρή Asyew μὲν 
Cause and Effect are in That Realm , and Monads and Numbers , but never at all , on the other hand , 
αἴτιον καὶ CITLATOV ET” EKELV@V καὶ μοναδας καὶ ἀριθμοὺς, μηδαμῶς δὲ 


Model and copy . For The One is indeed The Cause of Intelligibles , but not Their Pattern ; nor is it 
TOAPASELYUA καὶ εικονα : γὰρ TO EV και αἴτιον τῶν νοητῶν, AAA’ ov παραδειγμα,, οὐδὲ 
Lawful to speak thus , of That Realm. Therefore , Intelligible Being Itself , Proceeds Towards Itself , 


θεμις AEyelv OLTM@G ET’ EKELVWV . οῦν ἡ νοητὴ ovo1a Αὐτὴ προιοῦσα εἰς EALTNHV 
just as The Intelligible Proceeds from The One. And generally , every image/copy/likeness , according 
οὐτῷ ὡς TO VONTOV TPOELOLV EK TOD EVOG: TE OAWG πασαν ElKOVO, KOTO 
to the Timaeus (396), must partake of generation in some way , in order that by this process of coming 
τον Τιμαιον δει μετεχειν γενεσεῶς ™m , Wwa διὰ ταύτης εις 
into being , it may be likened , to (perpetual : Eternal . jfb) The Truly Real Being . 
TO ELVOL TAPLOV ATELKACHTAL προς τὴν OVTMS OVOAV ODOLAY . 


Timaeus: Thus, on the one hand , up until the birth/generation of Time , This Realm had already 


39e Και μεν μεχρι γενέσεως χρονου non 
been Designed/Fashioned in all other respects , in the Likeness of That to which It was being Likened , 
απειργάστο τὰ αλλα εις OMOLOTHTA ὥπερ απεικαζετο, 
but on the other hand , inasmuch as it did not yet contain within itself , the whole range of generated 
δε UNTO περιειληφεναι EVTOG AVTOD TA TAVTA γεγενημξνα 
living creatures , in this way , it was still dissimilar . 
ζῶα ταῦτῇ ELYEV ETL ἀνομοιῶς. 


For if The Likeness Itself , was also One of The Eternal and Truly Real Beings , it would no longer be 
yop Eav αὕτη ἢ καὶ TOV αἰιωνιῶν KOALTOV οντῶς οντῶν,  ODKETL ἔσται 
an image , as Plato also says in the Sophist (2400), for The Genuine , Truly Is , but the image , 


ELKOV , ὡς ALTOS καὶ ELPNKEV EV LOLoOTH =, YAP το οντῶς OV,OE ἡξικῶν, 
in so far as it is an image , exists neither in-Truth nor in-Reality but rather , it exists , in an unreal way . 


καθοσον EOTLV ELK@V , EOTLV οὐκ αλήηθως οὐδε οντῶς, AAA μαλλον OLK OVTOG . 
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Stranger: But do you mean another such True One , or in what sense did you mean such ? 
240b de Asyeic Etepov τοιοῦτον αληθινον, ἡ EML τινι ELMEG TO τοιοῦτον ; 
Theaetetus: Indeed not by any means a True One, but only like The True One . 

γε Ουδαμὼς αδληθινον, GAA’ δοικος μὲν. 
Stranger: Accordingly then , by The True One you mean That which Truly Is ? 

Apa το ἀλήθινον AEy@v οντῶς OV; 

Theaetetus: Exactly, in this way . (Ovta< .) 
Stranger: What follows then , is the not-true the opposite of the true? 


Ti δε; ap TO μη αληθινον Evavtiov αληθους ; 
Theaetetus: Of what else ? 
Tu μὴν ; 
Stranger: Accordingly then , you mean that , that which is like , does not Truly Exist , if indeed 
apa λεγεις το ξοικος, Οὐκ οντῶςον, εἴπερ YE 


you say that it is not Truly-Real . 
EPELG ALTO UN αληθινον. 
Theatetus: Yet , it certainly does indeed exist , in some way . 
AAW’ μην YE εστι TOG 


What then Ὁ Should we only apply the name of image , to these sensible appearances ? But Plato 
Τι οὖν καὶ μονα ἐροῦμεν εικονας τα ταῦτα αἰσθητὰ φαινομενα ; AAA’ οΠλατῶν 
himself said that Time is an image of Eternity (Tim 376) ; so that as Time is to Eternity , so also is 


AUTOS ELPNKEV TOV YPOVOV ELKOVA αἰῶνος : δὲ ὡς χρονος EOTL προς αἰῶνα, OLTW 
Soul to Intellect ; for Time is a Psychical Measure , while Eternity is an Intellectual Measure . 


745 ψύχη προς νοῦν : YAP O YPOVOG HEV ψυχῖκον LETPOV , δὲ ALWV VOEPOV 


Timaeus: Therefore , just as It (The Model) is an Eternal Living Being , He thus took in hand 


37d οῦν καθαπερ ALTO TOYYAVEL αἰδον ζῶον ον, OLTMG επεχειρήησε 
to complete The All (The Image) as much as possible , of such a kind , and in the following way . 
ἀποτελεῖν TO TOV εις δυναμιῖν τοιοῦτον και TOOE . 
Thus on the one hand , The Nature of The Living Being is Eternal (Unmoving) . And surely it was 
ovv LIEV ῃ φυσις TOD ζώου OLOM ETLYYAVEV αἰώνιος. καὶ δῇ ην οὐκ δύνατον 
impossible to attach This Quality , in Its Entirety , on the one hand , to that which is generated ; 
οὐκ δύνατον προσάπτειν τοῦτο TOAVTEAWS μεν τῷ γεννήτω 
thus on the other hand , He Envisioned to Make a Moving Image of Eternity , 

δ᾽ ENIVOEL ποιήσαι TIVO κινῆτον ELKM ALOVOG , 


So that The Soul will also have the relation of image to The Intellect , and for the most part , generation 

ὥστε N WYN KaLEEEL TOV AOYOV ELKOVOG προς TOV νοῦν, καὶ OAWS YEVNOIG 

will not only be found in perceptibles , but will also be found in souls . For The Soul is The Best of 
οὐκ μονον EV τοις ALGONTOIG , AAA καὶ EV ταῖς ψυχαῖς : YAP ἡ ψυχῆ EOTI APLoTH 

of The Entities that are generated , and at the same time , of The Beings that are not wholly Eternal , as 


TOV γεννητῶν αμα τῶν οντῶν μη αξδι, ὡς 
the Timaeus says (35a , page 26), by being both divisible , and at the same time , Indivisible , whereas 
o Τιμαιῖον φησιν τε μεριστη KO αμα ἀμεριστος: δὲε 
Intellect , is only Indivisible . Is it not the case then , that we are not being told of the generation of 
νοῦς, HOVOV QUEPLOTOG. Οὐκοῦν οὐδε παραδεδοται(παραδιδωμι) 
Intellect , but of the generation of The Soul ? Accordingly then , on the one hand, Intellect is not 

vou καθαπερ ψυχης: αρα μεν VOUG ἔστιν οὐκ 
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an image of The Father , but Intellect is a Secondary Procession from The Father that arises by way of 
ELK@V TOD TATPOG , AAD’ SELTEPA προοδος EKELVOLD YEVOHEVOD δια 
Identity/Sameness , whereas on the other hand , The Soul is an Image of Primary Rank, since It is 
ταυτοτητος δὲ ἡ ψυχη εικῶν TMPOTHSG , EMELON KAL 
The First of the entities that are generated , then , physical entities/bodies , come after Soul , as images . 
TPOTN τῶν γεννητῶν : δε τὰ σώματα LETH WOXNV ὡς ELKOVEG : 
Thus on the one hand, The Indivisible has The Nature of a Model/Pattern only , but on the other hand , 
και μεν OUEPLOTOG ἢ φύσις παραδειματικὴ LOVOV , δὲ 
that which is Indivisible and at the same time divisible , is at the same time , both like a Model and 
n OUEPLOTOG αμα μεριστη αμα τε παραδειγματικὴ καὶ 
like a copy , in order to preserve in the same way , The Intermediate Status Appropriate to It. Thus , 
ELKOVIKN , wa διασωζήῆ καὶ ταῦτῃ τὴν LECOTHTA τὴν προσηκουσαν αὐτή. dE 
generally , all procession occurs either by way of Unification , or by way of Likeness , or by way of 
of Ὅλως πασα προοδος γιγνεται ἡ καθ᾽’ EVO@OW , ἢ καθ’ OMoLloTHTA,N κατα 
Identity/Sameness . By way of Unification , as in The Super-Celestial Unities Themselves ; for there is 
ταυτοτητα: μὲν καθ’ ενῶσιν, ὡς επ᾽ τῶν ὑπερουσιῶν δναδῶν αὐτῶν: YAP EOTIV 
no Sameness/Identity among Them , nor Likeness of Form , but only Unity . Then , by way of Sameness , 
ov TAVTOTNG EV EKELVAIG ἡ KAT’ ομοιοτῆς ειδος, AAA’ LOVOV EVMOIC : δὲ KATA TALTOTNTA , 
as in The Indivisible Beings , where That which Proceeds , is somehow The Same , as That from where 
ὡς ETL TOV ἀμεριστον οὐσιῶν, ὁποῦ TO TPOLLOV EOTL πῶς ταῦτον TO μεν- 
It came , for All are Being Safeguarded/Maintained/Watched-over and Held-together by The Eternal , 
—OVTL : YAP TAGAL φρουρουμξναι και συνεχομεξναι ὑπο TOD αἰῶνος 
They manifest , in ἃ way , The Sameness of The Part to The Whole. Finally , by way of Likeness , as in 
ATOPALVOLOL πῶς ταῦτον TOMEPOG THOAD: δὲ κατα ομοιοτητα,, ὡς ETL 
the entities of The Intermediate and of the lowest levels , for these (Souls) , although Intermediate , are 
οὐσιῶν τῶν μεέσῶν καὶ τωνεσχατῶν: γαρταῦτα καναλλὰ μὲεσα η 
the first to welcome Procession by way of Likeness , whether Their Cause be Sameness or Otherness , 
πρῶτα NYANNOE τὴν προοδον δια τῆς ομοιοτητος, EITE αἴτια ElN TALTOTIS καὶ ETEPOTNS , 
or in some Unlikeness and Likeness . For surely , some other Causes are involved in making entities 
ELTE τινῶν AVOLOLOTNG καὶ ομοιοτῆς : 6H τινῶν AAA@V δια TOUEL 
other and same and unlike and like one another ; for example ; being like each other by being either white 
ETEPA καὶ ταῦτα καὶ AVOLOLA καὶ ομοιὰ αλληλοις, οἷόν ομοιὰ ομοιὰα λευκοτήτος 
or black , while some are unlike , by one being white while another is black . For all entities that 
καὶ μελανιας, δὲ ἀνομοια, δια αμφοιν > γὰρ τὰ παντα 
are related in some way , are like offshoots/hybrids , and in which different species are fused together ; 
προς τι EOLKE παραφυασιν και αλλοις ειδεσι συμφύεται 
and thus , The Causes produce them , in every way , in conjunction with Other Ideas , so that one must 
KQLODV TO αἴτια TOLEL αὐτῶν TAVTMG μετ᾽ αλλὼν δβιδῶν, WOT’ δδει 
not search for some of Them that produce “Themselves-by-Themselves” , apart from Other Ideas .Then , 
ov ζητειν τινὰ TOLT@V ποιοῦντα avta kad’ αὐτὰ χῶρις TOV AAAWV ELOWV : SE 
we must also remember that The Monads of all entities whatsoever that are said to exist , as in the case of 
746 SEL KAKELVOV μεμνησθαῖι OTL αἱ μοναδες TOV TAGAL οπῶσουν AEYOLEVO@V ElLVAL ὡς ATO 
particular entities , on the one hand , being produced in a whole way by declension by Their Own Being , 
TO HEPLKOTEPA μεν TOAPAYOLOLV ολικῶὼν καθ᾽ ὑποβασιν EADTOV 
by Maintaining their specific character , while these latter become more particular . Then on the other 
μενουσης TNS ALTNS τῆς ιἰδιοτητος, SE TOLTMV γιγνομένης LEPIKOTEPAS , δὲ 
hand , other entities come to be , by a change in their Essential-being , as in the case of The Procession 
τα γιγνεσθαι κατ᾽ εξαλλαγην OLOLAG , ὡς απο προοδους 
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of images from Paradigms ; for all images are inclined to change their Essential-being , from that of 
ELKOVOV παραδειγνματῶν : YAP TAGAL ELKOVEG ειναι βούλονται EENAAGYLEVAL KAT’ OVOLAV TOV 
their own Paradigms , since they no longer have The Same Design , but only one like , Those from which 
OLKELWV TAPOSELYHATOV, καὶ UNKETL EXELV TOV ALTOV λογον, αλλα TOV OLOLOV τοῖς ad’ OV 
they came . Surely then , in this way The Whole Intellect , on the one hand , gives subsistence to 


TponABov. δη OvV Ovt® ο ολος νοὺς LEV υφιστησι 

particular intellects by Declension , but on the other hand , It gives subsistence to souls by Procession ; 
τοὺς μερικοὺς vous καθ’ ὑποβασιν, δε τας ψυχας KATA προοδον, 
the former , being particular instances of its whole nature , the latter , being images/copies from Itself ; 
τοὺς HEV μερικοὺς εξ εαυτοῦ OAOD, τας δὲ εικονας εκ EQADTOD 
their Paradigm . But on the other hand , The Whole Soul first gives subsistence to particular souls 
παραδειγματος : δὲ ἡ OAN ψυχῇ μεν τας μερικώτερας ψυχας 
by declension ,who exist entirely in a partial way , all that The Former is Wholly , but they give life 

καθ ὑποβασιν, οὐσας TAVTM@G μερικῶς οσα δκδβινῆ ολικος, δὲ 


to partible natures in the physical realm by procession , as images of itself , but no longer having 
τας μεριστας τας φύσεις περι TA σώματα KATA TPOOSOV ὡς ELKOVAG EALTNS , OVDKETL ἐχούσας 
The Same Psychical Design , but only that characteristic resembling The Life-Giving Power of Soul , 


TOV AVTOV WOYLKOV AOYOV , αλλα μονον TO ἰιδιῶμα OMOLOV προς τὴν διαζώτικον ψυχήν 
Accordingly then , from these considerations , it is clear that we must suppose that images begin with 


apa εκ τουτῶν Δηλον OTL οὕυποθετξον τας ELKOVAG ἀρχομξνας 
The Beings of Intermediate Rank being sent down as far as the lowest level ; so that on the one hand , 


TOV οὐσιῶν μεσῶν προιεναι μεχρι τῶν εσχατῶν, ὥστε μεν 
we speak of Intellectual Beings as Being Participated , while on the other hand , the beings that Primarily 
ἡμᾶς Asyelv Ta νοερὰ LETEXYOHEVa , δὲ TO πρώτως 
Participate are souls , while that which participates secondarily is the whole realm of divisible existence . 


μετεχοντὰ ψυχας, dE TO SEVTEPWS ONAGAV τῆν μεριστὴν OLOLAV . 
And if these views are accepted , on the one hand , we can say that the ‘you and me’ (129a) , that partake 


Καιει ταῦτα κρατοιη, μεν EPOLLLEV TO σε καὶ ELE LETEX ELV 
of Likeness and Unlikeness are souls ; for every individual is his own soul , according to Socrates 
ομοιοτῆτος καὶ AVOMOLOTNTOG TAG ψυχας : YAP EKAGTOSG ALTOS ἡ WOYN , KATA LOKPATHS 

in the Alcibiades (I-130) ; 

εν το Αλκιβιαδης 


Socrates: Surely then , I think , that no one can think otherwise about the following statement . 

130 ye μὴν οιμαι οὔδενα av οἰηθῆναι GAAS TOOE 

Alcibiades : What is it ? (To ποιον ; ) 

Socrates: That man can not indeed be anything else than one of three possibilities . 
tov ἀνθρῶπον My ov γε Elvat τι εν τριῶν 

Alcibiades: What are they ? (Tivov ;) 

Socrates: Soul or body or both together as a whole . 

Ψυχὴν ἡ σῶμα ἡ OLVALOOTEPOV , τοῦτο TO ολον. 
Alcibiades: What follows then ? (Ti μὴν :) 
Socrates: But we have certainly agreed that the ruler himself of the body is man ? 
AAA μὴν M@LOAOYNOAHEV TO APYOV ALTO TOL σώματος Elval AVOPwTOV ; 

Alcibiades: We have so agreed . (Ὡμολογησαμεν .) 

Socrates: Take notice then , does the body rule itself through itself ? 

130b Ap’ ovv σῶμα APYELALTO αὑτοῦ; 

Alcibiades: Not in any way . (Ovédapac .) 
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Socrates: Because we said that it is ruled (γὰρ ειἰπομὲν αὐτο Αρχξσθαι .) 
Alcibiades: Yes . (Na .) 
Socrates: Surely then , this cannot be that which we are searching for . 
ye δη τοῦτο αν Οὐκ Ein oO ζητοῦμεν. 
Alcibiades: It appears not to be . (Οὐκ εοικὲεν .) 
Socrates: Then could the combination of both rule the body , and thus this whole is the man ? 
AAW’ APA TO GUVALOOTEPOV APYEL TOD σώματος, καὶ δη τοῦτο εστι AVOP@TOG ; 
Alcibiades: Perhaps it may surely be . (lows δητα .) 
Socrates: It is indeed the least of all possibilities ; for if one of them , in no way shares in the rule , 


γε ηκιστα Παντῶν: γαρτοῦ ετεροῦ οὔδεμια συνάρχοντος 
it is quite inconceivable that the combination of the two can somehow rule . 
un μηχαᾶανη TO ODVALPOTEPOV TOD αρχειν. 


Alcibiades: Rightly so . (Op0wc .) 

Socrates: Then , seeing that neither the body nor the combination of both is man , I suspect , that what is 
130c δε Ἐπειδὴ οὐτὲ σώμα οὐτξι το συναμῴφοτερον εστιν AVOPMTOG , COLL AELT— 
left , is that either man is nothing at all , or if something , the man turns out to be nothing else than soul . 
πεται, ἢ ALTO ElVAL UNSEV, ἢ ElMEP τι, TOV AVOPwTOV συμβαῖινειν εστι μηδεν ἀλλο ἡ ψυχην. 


but that ‘the other entities (1298) are the patterns of sense ; for it is to these that these terms are most 


δ Ta αλλα τα παραδειγματα ALGONTA : YAP τουτοις ταῦτα τὰ ονοματα μαλιστα 
appropriate , just as these considerations will be clear to us later through the words of Plato . Thus 


TpOONKEl, καθαπερ ταῦτα EOTOL EVAPYES ἡμῖν μετὰ δια τῶν ρηματῶν AVTOD . ODV 

on the one hand , he named The Intellectual Ideas ‘Themselves by Themselves’ , but on the other hand , 
LEV προσωώνομαζε Ta νοερὰ edn avta καθ’ αὐτὰ δε 

he calls perceptible entities ‘other’ and ‘many’ (1298), since The Simplicity and Substantiality that is 


καλει τα αἰσθητὰ αλλα καὶ TOAAG , μὲν τῆς ANAOTNTOG καὶ προσηκούσης αμικτοῦ τῆς 
Unmixed with Matter is most appropriate to That Reality , while otherness and plurality is most apropos 


QULKTOD υλην προς EKELVOIG ὑποστάσεως, SE TNS ETEPOTNTOG καὶ TOD πληθύσμου 
to these latter terms . Thus on the one hand , such may be said about The Paradigms that in some way 


TODTOIG . οῦν μεν Ταῦτα ειρησθῶὼ περι Ta παραδειγματα τοὺ τινὰ 
Participate of The Ideas ; but on the other hand , following these matters our discussion next speaks about 


LIETEYOVTO τῶν εἰδῶν : δὲ τοῦτοις avtyns ξξης διαλεξγεται περι 
participation Itself , and since The Ideas are Indivisible and United with each other , and since They are 


TAT της μετοχῆς, καὶ OTL TOV εἰδῶν OVTM@V ἀμεριστον καὶ NVO@LEVOAV AAANAOIG , καὶ οντῶν 
Measures , that do not admit of the more-and-less . For The Entities that are Established in Eternity 
μετρῶν, οὐ SEYOLEV@V TO LAAAOV καὶ TO NTITOV: γὰρ Ta ιδρυμενα EV αἰῶνι 
in a Pure Way , are far removed from such indeterminateness ; since The Ideas have such a Hyparxis , 
καθαρῶς EOTLV TOPP® τηςτοιαῦτης αοριστιας : δ᾽ ODV ἐκεινῶν TOLOLTOV LTAPYOVTOV , 
whereas the entities here , participate in Them partially and separately and are subject to the qualification 
τὰ THOE LETEOYEV EKELVOV HEPLOTMS καὶ SINPNLEVWS και non Kata 
of ‘more-and-less’. For the words ‘and in so far as to the degree that they may participate in this way’ is 


TO μαλλον καὶ NTTOV . yap To TE και κατὰ TOGOVTOV OGOV «AV μεταλαμβανὴη ταύτη ἔστι 
indicative all of those terms . For on the one hand , the ‘in this way’ makes clear that the participation 


SNAWTLKOV ἀπαντῶν TOLT@V : γὰρ μὲν TO ταῦτη δηλοι τῆς μεθεξεως 
is partial ; for it is not ‘in every way’ that each of them is like or unlike , but ‘in ἃ way’ . But the , ‘to the 


LEPLOTOV : YAP OD KATA παν EKQOTOV τουτῶν ἔστι OLOLA καὶ AVOLOLA, AAA πη. δὲτο KATH 
degree’ suggests ‘the going beyond’ or ‘the falling short of The Mark’ , like the more-and-less ; for on the 


τοσοῦτον λέγει πορρώτερον , SYYOTEPOV, καὶιτο μαλλον καὶ ηττον: yap 
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one hand , Likeness itself , if you examine The Intellectual Idea , is a Whole that is Homogeneous with 
μεν ,TOOHOLOV ALTO, av θεῶρηῃς το VvoEPOV δξιδος, OAOV EOTL ομοχροὺν προς 
Itself ; for example , like the part is like the whole , as among entities here , where a portion of fire is fire . 
ξεαῦτο, οἷον καὶ TO HEPOG EOTLV OLOLOV αὐτου, καὶ ἐνταῦθα OTOL το μερος TOL πυρος πυρ: 
And Unlikeness is Equally Homogeneous , being the very Entity , such as It is , throughout the whole 
και TO AVOLOLOV OLOLWS : ἔστι OTL περ τοιοῦτον EOTL, καθ’ ολον 
of itself , not being unlike in one part , and like in another , for it is a simple Idea , having the same nature 
EALTO , OLD AVOLOLOV τῇ μὲν, καὶ ομοιῖον τῇ SE : YAP EOTLV ATAODLV ξιδος, EXOV την αὑτὴν φυσιν 
as a whole and throughout the whole of itself . But likeness here , is not in every way like , nor in turn , 
ολον δι᾽ ολοὺῦ ξεαύτου. dE OLOLOV ἐνταῦθα εστιν οὐ TAVTN OLOLOV , οὐδ’ αὖ 
unlikeness . Again , what participates in Likeness , does not participate in a similar way all over ; thus 
TO ἀνομοιον : πάλιν TO HETEXOV OMOLOTNHTOG Ov LETELANdEV ομοιῶς παν. αλλα 
one part does so more , while another part does so less ; and that which participates in Unlikeness is not 
TO MEV μαλλον,, TO δὲ Ὥττον, καὶ TO μξτεχον AVOLOLOTNTOG ἔστιν OD 
unlike in the same way all over ; rather , each of them is said to be like or unlike according to the degree 
AVOLOLOV OLOLOG παν:αλλα EKAOTOV TOLTOV AEYETAL OLOLOV καὶ AVOHOLOV KATA τουσοῦτον καθ᾽ 
that it partakes of Likeness Itself and in Unlikeness Itself ; thus sometimes it is more , 
ODOV AV μεταλαγχάνη τῆς OMOLOTNHTOG αὐτοῦ καὶ της AVOHOLOTNTOG αὐτοῦ αλλα TO LEV μαλλον 
but sometimes it is less ; and the paradox is that , though this interposition of the more-and-less , 
τὸ δὲ NTTOV : καὶ TO παραδοξον OTL δια την TAPEUTAOKNV τοῦ μαλλον καὶ NTTOV , 
like entities are by this fact also unlike ; whereas unlike entities , by this very fact that they have 
τὰ OLOLM MEV EOTL ευθὺς και AVOLOLA, TA AVOLOLA dE δι’ ALTO ALTOS ὕπαρχον 
in common This Idea of Unlikeness , are like ; so pervasive being This Conspiring of The Ideas . For both 
KOLVOV TO E160G TNS AVOMOLOTITOG EOTL OMOLA : TOOMLTN EOTL ODLUTVOLIA τῶν εἰδῶν : γὰρ καὶ 
Sameness and Otherness and Equality and Inequality have to be similarly related ; for the reason that All 


TAVTOTTNG καὶ ETEPOTNS και LOOTING καὶ AVIOOTIS EXOVOL OHOLWS , διοτι παντα 
The Primary Ideas are Unified-with-One-another , and Create-in-common-with One-another , even Those 
TO πρώτιστα εἰδὴ NVOVTAL AAANAOIG , KaL δημιούυργει αλληλῶν καὶ οσα 
that have to appear as ‘the antitheses οἵ Each-other . 

ἔχειν δοκει τὴν αἀντιθεσιν προς αλληλα. 


Socrates: But if all entities also Participate of both Opposite Beings , 


δὲ δι MAVTA καὶ μεταλαμβανει AUMOTEPOV EVAVTLOV OVTOV , 
and are like and unlike to each other through Participating in Both ; what is 


129b Kal EOTL OMOLO TE και AVOLOLO MVTOLG AVTA TH HETEYELV αμφοιν, TL 
extraordinary about this Ὁ But if , on the one hand , anyone shows that Like Beings Themselves , 


θαύυμαστον ; yap δι LEV τις ἀπεφαινβν ομοιὰ TA ALTA 
become Unlike , or Unlike Beings Themselves , become Like , I should think , it would be , 
γιγνομενα AVOLOLA ἡ AVOLOLA τὰ ομοια, οιμαι », avy , 
monstrously absurd ; but if on the other hand , one shows that such entities that Participate both 


τερας : El δὲ αποφαινδξι τὰ μξετεχοντα αμφοτερῶν 
of These Genera have undergone both of these conditions , as far as Iam concerned , O Zeno , 
TODTOV πεπονθοτα αμφοτερα ᾿ ELLOLYE ,@ ZNVOV , 
in no way appear to be out of the ordinary ; 
οὐδὲν SOKEL εἰναι ατοπον, 


On the one hand, entities here , partake of both Likeness and Unlikeness , and are thus called like 
748 LLEV ta τηδε METEYXEL καὶ OMOLOTNTOG καὶ AVOLOLOTNTOG , καὶ TADTN AEYETAL OLOLA 
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and unlike by participating in Them . But on the other hand , Each of Them -Likeness and Unlikeness- 
καὶ AVOLOLO TM LETEXELV EKELVOV . δὲ δκατερον μὲν και ἡ ομοιοτῆς καὶ ἡ AVOLOLOTHS 
is a Simple Idea There , by First being United to The Limit , and then by being United to The Unlimited . 
Εστι ἀπλουν ειδος EKEL, καὶ ἡ μὲν προς TOD περᾶατος, ἢ OE προς τηςαπειριας. 
But first , here , likeness exists in a monadic way , while unlikeness exists in a dyadic way , the one , 

de μὲν Evtav0a ἡ ομοιοτῆς EOTLV μοναδικῶς, SE ἡ AVOLOLOTNS δυαδικῶς, TN μὲν 
deriving its character from Above , while the other , springs from the indefiniteness of matter . For there 


και εκειθεν, 1 δὲ απὸ τῆς αοριστιαςυλικῆης : yap 
are two ways in which an entity may be unlike itself or unlike another , either by nature , or contrary 


διχὼς EOTLV AVOLOLOV εαυτῷ καὶ αλλο αλλῶ, ἡ κατα OVO , ἡ παρα 
to nature ; for example , Theaetetus is unlike Socrates by nature , since nature has made him in this way . 


φυσιν, El OLOV Θεαϊιτητος AVOLOLOG Σώκρατει KATA OLOLV, YAP TIS dbvOEWS εδεδημιοῦργητο OVTO : 
Call this , ideal unlikeness and put it down as being an image of The Unlikeness There , 


KOAEL ταῦτην τὴν ELONTIKNV AVOLOLOTHTA τιθεσο ELVAL καὶ ELKOVE τῆς AVOMOLOTNTOG EKELVI|G , 
for it is the work of nature . But if you see something becoming either unlike itself or unlike another 


γὰρ ἔστιν EPyOV φυσεῶς : SE EQV ιδης τι YUYVOLEVOV TOSE ἀνομοιον EALTO ἡ τῷ αλλὼ 
because of a tendency contrary to nature , say that this unlikeness comes upon it , from “the sea of 


δια τὴν τροπὴν TO παρα ETL φυσιν, φαθι τὴν ταῦτην ανομοιοτητα επιγιγνεσθαι ATO TOL TOVTOD 
unlikeness” (Statesman 2736), and from , the indeterminateness of matter . 


TNS AVOMOLOTH TOG και TNS αοριστιας ὑλικῆς. 


Statesman: Then because of which , and in that instant , God , The Creator of The Kosmic Order , 


273e én διο και Tot’ ndn θεος oO avTOV κοσμησας, 
perceiving that It was in dire straits and taking-care in order that It might not succumb to the storm-tossed 
καθορῶν OVTa EVANOPLAIG KNdOLEVOG wa un δυη ὕπο χειμασθεις 


confusion and Itself be dissolved in “the unlimited sea of unlikeness” , He again 
TAPAYNSG αὐτοῦ OVTA διαλύθεις εἰς TOV ATELPOV TOVTOV TNS AVOLOLOTHTOS , KAO’ EADTOV TAALV 
took His Place as Its Helmsman , reversing that which had become unsound and unbound in 
εφεῦρος TOV ANSAALWV στρέψας τα γιγνομενος voonoavta Kal λύυθεντα EV 
the previous period ; and Restoring and Adorning It by Making It Completely Immortal and Ageless . 
τῇ MPOTEPA TEPLOOW TE ENAVOPOOV καὶ KOGHEL ALTOV ATEPYACETAL AOAVATOV καὶ AYNPOV . 


And those who say that likeness is ideal , but unlikeness material , should have seen this 

Και τοὺς λέγοντας THY OMOLOTHTA ξιδητικὴν SE τὴν AVOLOLOTHTA VAIKNV , EEL ODVOPAV ταῦτα 

and not made The Divine mingle with the material , and on the one hand , by means of this mixture , 

καὶ μη ποιῖειν TOV θειον συμμιίγη προς THY LANV, καὶ μὲν δια τὴν ταυτην μιξιν 

produce likeness among created entities through Himself , but on the other hand , produce unlikeness 
ομοιοῦὺν τα δημιουργηματαὰ δι’ ξεξαῦτον, δε ανομοιοὺῦν 

through Matter , but rather (they should have said) that he does both functions through Himself , 

δια THV VDANV, αλλ ὃραν αμφω δι᾽ εαῦτον 

by containing in Himself The Ideas of both of Them ; but that in what happens to be disposed contrary to 
EXOVTA καθ’ EALTOV TAG 16EAG αμφοιν: ὃδὲ ενταγιγνομᾶένα διαθεσει παρα τῇ 

nature , unlikeness occurs through matter only. For nothing that is unnatural or is generally evil , 

φῦσιν ανομοιοῦσθαι δια THV LANV HOVAS : YAP οὐδεν τῶν παρα OVOLV καὶ OAWS TOV κακῶν 

has its origin from Above and is modeled upon The Intelligibles There . For it is not possible for that 


EXEL τὴν YEVEOLV EKELBEV και προς EKELVO : γὰρ ἔστι οὐδὲ το 
which is being assimilated to The Intelligibles to be contrary to nature , nor is it Lawful that what moves 
OLOLODLEVOV τοῖς VONTOIG EeXElvV παρὰ φύσιν, ovdE θεμις το χῶώρειν 
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towards the worthlessness of matter should itself be moved towards being assimilated to The Intelligible 
749 εις τὴν αἰσχροτητα τῆς VANS ALTO LTOMEPOLEVOV ElG τῆν ξξομοιῶσιν προς TA νοερὰ 
Ideas , so that , the unlikeness which springs from being contrary to nature should be called earthborn , 
TO ELON] , ὥστε τὴν AVOHOLOTHTA εκ μὲν TOL παρα τὴν φυσιν προσαγορξιῖξιν γηγενήη 
and not worthy of being called Olympian , whereas the unlikeness that springs from nature , being seen 
καὶ οὐκ αξιον oAvuniav, dé τὴν EK TOD KATA φῦσιν OPMOLEVNV 
in wholes and its parts , and in genera and its constituents , coming from That Place to all the entities 
TE EV ολοις καὶ LEPEOLV , TE EV ELOEOL καὶ EV τοῖς ATOLOIG εφηκὲν εκειθεν απασιν 
in which it may be present . However , we must think of Likeness as being Singular ; for all possess 

οις αν παρη. δὲ omteov Τὴν ομοιοότητα μῖᾶαν : γαρπαν EXEL 
likeness from nature , both to itself and to other entities ; but Likeness is unable to correspond with 
TO OMOLOV EK TOD KATA PLOLV καὶ προς EALTO καὶ προς AAAO , dE TO OMOLOV SLVATOV συμβηναι 
anything that is contrary to nature , neither then , to itself , nor to anything else , since what is contrary to 
OLOEVL EK TOLD παρὰ OVGIV, ουτ᾽ OVV προς ξαῦτο, οὔτε προς AAAO , SLOTL TO TAPA 
nature is indefinite/undefinable , and it lies outside the limit of The One and the unity appropriate to it . 
φυσιν EOTL GOPLOTOV , καὶ EKBALVEL TOD EVOG καὶ τῆς EVOTNTOG προσηκουσῆς αὐτῶ. 
Accordingly then , the following is also a fitting characterization of these genera ; thus on the one hand , 

apa τοῦτο τοισδὲ και Ἐπρεπε τοις γενεσιν, δὲ μεν 

Uniformity and Being Always The Same properly belong to Likeness , whereas on the other hand , this 
μονοξιδες καὶ TO GEL TALTOV OMOLOTNTL , δὲ τοῦτο 
duplicity , and multiformity belong to Unlikeness , and as we said before , seeing that Likeness , on the 
TO διπλουν και ETEPOELSEG QVOLOLOTHTL, καὶ ὡς TPOELPNTAL, EMELSN ἡ OLOLOTIS 
one hand ,is also in the coordinate column of The Limit ,whereas Unlikeness is in that of The Unlimited ; 

μεν καὶ σύστοιχος τῷ TEPATL, δὲ ἡ AVOLOLOTHS τὴ απειρα: 
for Socrates is also looking at these two co-ordinations and always makes his procession in accordance 
yap 0 Σώκρατης καὶ PAET@V εἰς TAG δυο συστοιχιας MEL MOLELTAL THY προοδον κατα 


to them . 
ταῦτα. Uniformity & Being Always, The Same :. Likeness 


Multiformity, & Duplicity, :. Unlikeness 
Therefore on the one hand , these comments have been said for the sake of this analogy . 
οῦν LEV Ταῦτα λελεχθω EVEKEV τῆς αναλογιας: 
But on the other hand , let us go back again to the thought of Socrates , and let us say that he now 
δε αναδραμῶμεν παλιν ETL την SLAVOLAV τοῦ LOAKPATOUG , καὶ λεγῶμεν OTL αὐτῷ μὲν 
proposes to change (the direction) of the conversation , away from the many and immanent monads 
προκειται μεταγαγεῖν τὴν συνοῦσιαν απο τῶν πολλῶν καὶ KATATETAYHEVOV μοναδῶν, 
towards which , Zeno was also trying to lead the multitude , to certain Intermediate Monads between 
εφ’ ας O Ζηνῶν καὶ ENELPATO ἀναγαγεῖν τοὺς MOAAOUG , ETL τινας μεσας μοναδας TE 
The Doctrine of Parmenides and the exposition of Zeno. And he summons The Intellectual Power 
τῆς θεώριας Παρμενιδειοὺ Ka τῆς ENLOELEEWS TOD ZNV@VOG : καὶ TPOKGAEITAL τὴν νοεραν δυναμιν 
of Zeno , according to which Zeno is Perfectly United with Parmenides , seeing that The Object of his 
tov Ζηνῶνος, καθ’ NV καὶ TEAEMS ἡνῶται προς τον TlappEevidnv, ορῶν εκεινὼ προς 
Intellection is The Same and has The Same End. Then , having such a proposed end, on the one hand , 
VONTOV τοαῦτο KOLEXY@V TO ALTO TEAOG. SE OVONS Τοιαῦτης τῆς προθεσεῶς μὲν 
he remarks that there is nothing wonderful in the way there seems to be a mixture of Ideas in sensibles , 
αὐτῷ φησι Elvat οὐδὲν θαῦμαστον OMG δοκει μιγνυσθαι τα ELST τῶν αἰσθητῶν, 
for the same subject is able to partake of contrary attributes according to different ways ; but on the other 
YAP AVTO VTOKELMEVOV δύνατον HETEXELV TOV EVAVTLOV κατ᾽ αλλο και AAO : δὲ 


34 


hand , that it becomes quite puzzling to him how Beings in The Intelligible Realm are United , in an 
γίγνεσθαι πολλὴν ANOPLAV αὐτῷ οπῶς EKELVA ETL τῶν νοητῶν ηνῶται 
unconfused way , and in turn how They can be thoroughly Distinct without being divided/split in turn ; 
QAOVDYYLTOS , καὶ AD OTWS διακεκριται ASLALPETHS παλιν: 
which problem then , also appears to be troubling to others who came after him , so that some of them , 
oO δὴ Kal 8εδοξεν ELVAL ATOPOV αλλοις μετ’ αὕτον, ὥστε τινες 
following up these difficulties in their own way , on the one hand , they declared that “everything is 
750 εφεπομενοι ταῖς ATOPIAG EALTWV μεν οι ἀπεφήναντο παντα ELVOLL 
everything” , and that Likeness Itself is Unlikeness , and that Rest Itself is Motion , and that each part is 
TAVITA , καὶ τῆν OLOLOTHTA ALTHV AVOLOLOTHTA καὶ τὴν OTACLV κινησιν, και EKQOTOV EVAL 
no less than the whole , so that the completeness of the parts as parts is homogeneous to that of the whole. 
οὐδεν EAGTTOV TAP’ TOD OAOD , καὶ τὴν ὑπαρξιν TOV μερῶν ElVAL OLOYPOLV προς TO OAOV: 
And that they surely think that they are accomplishing some deed that would be admired by Socrates . 


καὶ ON KOL οἴονται TMOUELV πραγμα αἀγασθεν ὑπο Σωκρατοὺυς : 
At any rate , he himself will say , as he comes to the end of his speech , that if anyone should then show 
γοῦν QvLTOG EPEl προελθὼν προς τῷ TEAEL τῆς ρησεῶς, ὡς εἰ τις apa δειξειξ 


to him that all entities are mixed with one another , he would wondrously admire such a demonstration , 


αὐτῷ παντα OVYKEPAVVDLEVaA αλλήηλοις, αν θαυμαστῶς αγασθειη τὴν τοιαύτην ATOSELELV , 
because surely he desired to have this demonstrated . Furthermore they will even interpret the words 


ὡς ON EPAOTNS LTAPYOV τῆς TOLALTIS ATOdELEEWS : SE QUTOL καὶ EGNYNSAVTO τῆς λεξεως 
at the beginning of the speech of Socrates , that it would be monstrous/wondrous/portentous as denoting 
EVTO αἀρχη αν Ely TO τερας KOTO 


that which is supernatural and transcending natural distinctions , and in this way they say that Socrates 


TO DTMEPOLEG και ὑπεραῖρον τὴν φυσικὴν διαιρεσιν, καὶ ουτῶς EPOVOL τῷ LOKPATEL 
is in agreement with himself in naming the same thing both monstrous and admirable . But others , 
συμφώνειν ALTOV αὐτῶ OVOHACOVTA TO ALTO καὶ TEPAG καὶ AyYAoTOV. dE Ol 
in looking at The Unmixed Purity of The Ideas , say that Each of Them are Distinct from One another ; 


ANOBAEWAVTEG προς THV AULKTOV KABAPOTHTA TOV εἰδῶν λεγουσιν εκαστα διώρισθαι απ’ AAANAV , 
and neither is The Like filled with Unlikeness and so divisible with respect to that Unlikeness , nor is 


καὶ UNTE ELVAL TO OLOLOV AVATAEWV AVOHLOLOTHTOG καὶ SLALPETOV προς TO TO AVOLLOLOV , μήτε 
The Unlike filled with Likeness , but Each of Them is Pure and Simple and Uniform . This is why 


TO ἀνομοιοὸν OMOLOTITOG, GAA’ εκαστον ELVAL ELALKPLVEG και ATAODV καὶ LOVOELONG : ODEV και 
Socrates says at the beginning of his speech , that if anyone can show that The Ideas Themselves , 

TOV LWOKPOTN ELMELV KAT’ APYOASG τῆς ρήσεος, ὡς EL TIC επιδειξει τὰ ELON ταῦτα 

including Likeness and Unlikeness , Themselves partake of One another , it would be wondrous . 


καὶ TO OLOLOV καὶ ἀνομοῖον EKEL μετέχοντα αλληλῶν, AV EIN τερας: 
For we must maintain Each of Them in Its Own Peculiar Character Unconfused/Unmingled with Others . 


yap SEL τηρεῖν EKQAOTOV EM τῆς OLKELAS LOLOTNTOG ασυγχῦτον προς T AAA : 
Then , at the end , when he says that he would admire anyone if they would show him that These Ideas 


δὲ επιτελει ElMELV OTL αν αγασθειη τις ει ὄδειξειεν ALTO ταῦτα 
are comingled , not as praising the one who could earnestly demonstrate this , but as condemning the 
ODYKPLVOHEVA , OLY ὡς ἐπαινετὴν TOD σπουδαζοντος δεικνύναι TALTA , AAA’ ὡς κατήγορον τῆς 
vainness of effort of the person ; for they say , we also marvel at those who attempt the impossible , 


HOTALOTOVIAG TOL AVdpOG: yap φησι, Kat θαυμαζομεν τοὺς επιχειροῦντας ASLVATAG , 
in that they do not perceive their own inability , nor the nature of affairs that surpass their own 


OTL μη GLOVALGVAVOVTAL EALTOV τῆς αδυναμιας ἡ TNS φυσεῶς TOV πραγματῶν AANTT@V ALTOS 
being . Still others , establishing themselves between these two groups , said that Socrates neither accepts 


ovtov. δε Ou τινὲς OTQAVTES EV LEOM = TOUTOV, εφασαν τον LOKPATH OUTE EYKPLVELV 
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nor rejects , the comingling of the Ideas in this passage , but only expresses doubts and raises questions , 

OVTE απογινώσκειν τὴν μῖχιν TOV ELOWV EV τοῦτοις, ἀλλὰ μονον ἀπορεῖν καὶ EPWTAV, 

summoning Zeno to deliver their difficulty . And in this way the “it would be wondrous” and the 

προκαλοῦμενον TOV Ζηνῶνα εἰς TO λῦσαι τας αποριας : καὶ OVTM TO αν ElN τερας KAI TO 

“T would be amazed” and the “I would admire” are the words of one in doubt , and neither accepting , 

751 θαυμαζω KOLTO AV AYACVEINV ELVOL PNLATA ἀποροῦντος, καὶ OVTE EYKPLVOVTOG , 

nor rejecting of the mixture (of Ideas) , neither simply affirming , nor simply denying ; for we often 

οὔτε αποδοκιμαζοντος τὴν μιξιν, OLTE ATAWS καταφασκοντος, οὔτε ἀπογινώσκοντος : YAP TOAAQKIG 

use such terms to challenge our teachers , in order to prove their worth . 

χρώμεθα τοις TOLOVTOLG ονομασιν προκαλεσῶώμεθα τοὺς SISAGKAAOUG , τινὰ την αὐτῶν AELAV . 

Such are the words then , on the one hand , that those illustrious and blessed people 
τοιαῦτα Αλλα μεν Ol EKELVOL KAELVOL και μακαριοι 

have said about these matters ; and on the other hand , it appears to me that they all spoke correctly , 

εἰρήκασι περι TOLTOV: δε δοκοῦσι μοι τὲ πάντες λξγειν ορθῶς, 

and yet , Plato speaks even more-Divinely . For he arranged these matters in the way before us , 

Kaito. o TAatav OELOTEPOV , καὶ O ταξας ταῦτα TOV τοῦτον TPOTOV TO προσῆκον 

by assigning to Socrates the role of a young man, who is well-disposed and finely-filtered/refined in 

καὶ ἀπονεξιμας TO LOKPATEL μεν VEQ , og EDOVEL καὶι AENTO 

The Contemplation of Intelligibles , and through which providing him in due measure with the procedure 
θεώρια VOnTN, καὶ δι’ OLAV παραάσχομενος AVTOL κατα μετρὰ οπὼς προοδον 

and Reasonings required to reach The Very Truth . But in order to fully understand what is being said , 

καὶ λογισμῶν EYEVETO ETL το ἀαληθεστατον. dE Iva TEAELOTEPOV συλλαβῶμεν TO AEYOLIEVOV , 

come along then , if you please , and let us first consider these questions through , in the following way . 
φερε , δι doKel , πρῶτον διασκεψώμεθα τοῦτῶν περι OLTOMOL : 

Should we say that Likeness Itself has to be Unlikeness , and that Unlikeness is likewise Likeness , 

APA PAVAL τὴν OMOLOTHTA αὑτὴν χρη AVOLOLOTHTA , καὶ τῆν AVOLOLOTHTA WOALTWS OMOLOTHTA , 

and that on the one hand , Sameness Itself is Otherness , whereas The One Itself is Many , and will 


και μεν τὴν TAVTOTHTA ETEpOTHTA, dE TO EVQVLTO πλῆθος, και 
we speak correctly in saying this , that each entity is also in all the rest of them , and so there is not one 
EPOLLEV ορθῶς AEYOVTEG τοῦτο, WG EKAOTOV EOTL καὶ TAVTA TA λοιπα, και οὐδεν 


that is not in all of them , and in this way we shall make the part no less than the whole ? But then should 
OTL μη MAVTA καὶ OVTH TOLNGOLIEV OTL TAP’ TO μερος οὐδὲν EAATTOV TOD OAOD ; AAA TOTEPOV 
one simply say that each entity is all , or also say that each of the many parts in this all , is similarly 
LOVOV PITEOV EKAOTOV TA TAVTA, ἢ καὶ EKAOTOV τῶν TAVTMV EV TODTM, ομοιῶς 

all , and in turn that each of the parts of the parts is all , and proceed in this way , to infinity ? 

τὰ MAVTOA , καὶ AD EKACTOV TOV TOLTOV TA TAVTA , καὶ TPOXYMPNTEOV OLTWC EN’ ATELPOV ; 

For if on the one hand , we say from the beginning that only each one of the totality of entities will be 


yop Et μεν εξ apxYns LOVOV ἕκαστον τῶν τὰ TAVTA ἔσται 
in this , but on the other hand , that every part in this is likewise no longer the totality of all , what is 


EV TODTO , δὲ EKAOTOV και ομοιῶς OLKETL τῶν παντῶν τα παντα, τις 

the reason for this , and how will we be consistent with ourselves , in saying that on the one hand , some 
ο λογος καὶ πῶς ακολουθησομδν εαῦτοις, λεγοντες TO μὲν τα 
ideas partake of each other , whereas on the other hand , others are unmixed with each other , no longer 
ELON] HETEXYELV ἀλλήλων, δὲ τα QUIN προς aAANAG, οὐκξτι 
making the parts of the parts the same as the wholes ? But if on the other hand , every part (idea) always 


ποιοῦντες τὰ μερη TOV μερῶν TA ALTA TOIG ολοις; Εἰ δὲ EKQOTOV αξι 
partakes of other parts (ideas) , then the ideas will be infinite in number and each of them infinitely so ; 


μεθεξει TOV AAA@V : TO ELON EOTAL απειρα και εκαστον απειραχῶς: 


36 


for it is not the totality alone that will have this infinity , but each of them as well . Furthermore how can 
γὰρ οὐ TA TAVTA HOVOV ξξει ταῦτην τὴν ATELPLAV , ἀλλα ἕκαστον καὶ: καῖτοι πῶς δυνατον 
Entities that are near The One be infinite in number ? For Entities that are More-Unified by being Limited 
752 TA EVAL εγγὺς TOD EVOG ameipa ? yap Ta EVIKMTEPA συνεσταλμενα 
in Quantity have to be Unlimited in Potential-Power . But how can there be an infinity of paradigms 
TW ποσῷ EXEL τὸ ἀπειρον τη SvVvapEL. de Πῶς ἔσονται aneipa παραδιγματα 
in Intellect , for every single perceptible form , corresponding to the infinite number of men that exist Ὁ 
EV νῷ παρα τινος δνος AIGONTOD Eld0vG, παρὰ το ἀπειροι ἀνθρῶποι διναῖι ; 
But on the contrary , there must be One Idea of the infinite number of cases . So for this reason we revert 
δὲ TODVAVTLOV YPN Elvat ὃν E1d0¢CG TOV απειρῶν : καὶ YAP δια τοῦτο AVATPEXOLEV 
to the hypothesis of Ideas ; in order that we contain in Intellect The Monads of the many separate cases , 
ETL τὴν ὑποθεσιν TOV εἰδῶν : τινὰ εχῶμεν EV νὼ τας μοναδας τῶν πολλῶν καὶ διηρημενῶν,, 
and since The Monad Essentially Precedes Plurality , not plurality The One Ideal . And 
καὶ EEL τὴν μοναδα KAT’ OLOLAV προηγεῖσθαι τοῦ TANVOUGS , OV TO TANBOUG τοὺ EVOG ELSOUG . καὶ 
so , generally , if The One Idea posited in Intellect will produce the same results , what need have we 
d& Ολῶς δι εν εῖδος ὑποτιθὲν εν va ποιήσει τα αὑτα, τι δεομεθα 
of an infinity of them ? For it is better to work from those that have been set within limits than from 
τῆς aneiplag ; yap βελτιον ποιῖειν εκ πεπερασμενῶν ἡ εξ 
those that have no limits , for that which has been set within a limit is also more akin to The Beginning 
OTELPOV , yap το TETIEPAOLEVOV EOTL καὶ ODYYEVEOTEPOV TY ἀρχῇ 
and more suitable for Knowledge . For all Knowledge belongs to those that have been set within limits , 
και OLKELOTEPOV προς τὴν ETLOTHUNV : γὰρ αἱ ETLOTNHALELOL τῶν TETEPACUEVOV , 
and those that have been set within limits go unrecognized by those that have no limits ; but on the 
και τὰ πεπερᾶάσμενα ου γινώσκουσιν τοις αἀπειροις, AAA’ TOL— 
contrary , those that have no limits are always recognized by those that have been set within limits . 
—VAVTLOV τὰ απειρα αξι τοις πεπερασμξνοις. 
Accordingly then , we should by no means think that Intellect knows , or creates Limited Entities 
apa δει Πολλοῦ ο νοῦς γινώσκειν ἡ ποῖξιν TO TETEPACLEVO 
by means of an unlimited number of ideas ; that Intellect which is so much more Unified than Knowledge 
τοις AMELPOIG ELOECLV , OG ἔστι τοσοῦτον EVIKWTEPOS TNS ETLOTHUNS 
so that It Embraces/Contains/Comprehends all the varieties of Itself Indivisibly and Anticipates their 
WOTE περιεχειν πασαν τὴν ποικιλιαν αὐτης ALEPLOTWS καὶ προξιλήηφεναι τὴν 
entire unfoldment . Now then in the second place , when we refer to that kind of Likeness and Unlikeness 
πασαν ανελιξιν. TOLVDV Δεύτερον OTAV λεγῶμεν τὴν EKEL OLOLOTHTA καὶ ἀανομοιοτητα 
(for I shall turn my attention to These) are we referring to one Entity , although it is called by two names , 
(YAP γιγνεσθὼ ἡ OKEWIC ETL TOUTMV) , EOTL APA μὲν EV πραγμα, δε AVTO KAAOVHEV δυο ονομασιν, 
as we habitually do when we speak of those entities that have more than one name , or are we indicating 
ὡς ειωώθαμεν λεγεῖν ETL τῶν TOAD@VUH@V , ἢ δηλοῦμεν 
a distinct Entity by each one of the names , and in this latter case , is it the result of our bare reflection , 
τι ιδιον OU EKATEPOD τῶν OVOUATOV, καὶ τοῦτο MOTEPOV NMETEPAV ψιλὴν KAT’ EXLVOLAY , 
or According to Itself , is it The Essential-Being of These Resources ? For if on the one hand , they are 
N= kat’? αὐτὴν τὴν OLOLAV TOV πραγματῶν ; yap Et μεν 
two names applied to one object/resource , these terms are not contrary to one another , for contraries 
δὺο OVOLATA KAO’ AEYETAL EVOG πραγματος, ταῦτα EOTL OVTE EVAVTLA CAANAOIG : YAP TA EVAVTLA 
are objects/entities/resources , not just mere names . Nor will entities originating from Unlikeness , 
EOTLV TOA TPAYUATA , AAA’ οὐ TA ψιλα TA ονοματα. Οὐτε GAA μὲν απο τῆς AVOMOLOTHTOG 
be different from those originating from Likeness , but it will be one and the same originating from Both ; 
eotat αλλα dE απο τῆς OMOLOTHTOS , AAA’ EV καὶ TADTOV εξ αμφοιν: 
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for we are supposing that the object is one , but that which comes into being has its generation from 
γὰρ υὕυποκεῖιται τοπρᾶγμὰ ev, δὲ TO γίγνομξνον EXEL τὴν γενεσιν εκ 
the object/resource and is assimilated to the object , not to the name . Nor generally , will The Ideas 
TOD TPAYHATOG καὶ ομοιοῦται προς TO TPAYHA , AAA’ οὐ προς TA OVOLLATA : οὔτε OAMSG TA ELON] 
be many , but as it is likely the case , a certain Unit called by many names . Nor will The Genera of Being 
753 εσται πολλα, αλλ’ WG EOLUKEV TL EV καλοῦμδνον πολλοις ονομασι : οὐδὲ TA γενῇ TOD OVTOG 
be Five-fold , (Being-Sameness-Otherness-Rest-Motion . Sophist 254) if indeed These Many Ideas are 
TEVTE , ElNED ταῦτα παντα ἔστι 
According to Their Essential-Being , Singular , and so , Sameness , does not in any way differ from 
KOTO τὴν οὐσιαν δεν, και ηταυτοτῆς απαραλλακτῶς 
Otherness and Otherness from Sameness , and each of Them from All of Them ; so that if All are in All , 
ETEPOTNS καὶ ἡ ETEPOTNG ταύῦτοτης, καὶ EKQAOTOV τὰ παντα : MOTE El παντα EV πασιν, 
in this way , All are also All , and furthermore nothing is in anything ; for there will be only One , and so 
OLTW παντα EOTL καὶ TAVTO καὶ οὔδεν EOTLV EV ODSEVL: YAP ἔσται HOVOV EV, δε 
the others will be names , only . But if on the other hand , when we say that Likeness is a certain Idea , 
τααλλὰ ονοματὰ povov. Et δὲ οταν λεγώμενοτι ἡ ομοιοτῆς τι ξιδος, 
and when in turn we add that Unlikeness is also , in ἃ similar way , a certain Idea , we are indicating 
καὶ OTAV AD EMLMEPWHEV OTL ἡ AVOHOLOTNS καὶ ομοιῶς τι E1006, ONMALVOLEV 
different entities by these names (or what is the source of us saying on the one hand , that one is superior 
etepa δια τῶνδε TOV ονοματῶν ( ποθεν φαμεν LEV TO KPELTTOV 
whereas the other is inferior , if we do not also see the distinction between them ?) , shall we then say 
δὲ TO KATASEEOTEPOV , μη και θεώρουντες τὴν διακρισιν αὐτῶν ;) , TOTEPOV φησομεν 
that The Entities being indicated are different in our thought only , or according to Itself in the very nature 
TO σημαῖνομξενα ETEPO ETM1VOlIA μονον,. ἢ κατ᾽ ADTHV τὴν φυσιν 
of These Resources ? For if on the one hand , they are different only by our thought , the distinction 
TOV πραγματῶν ; yap Et LEV μονον επινοια, ἢ sTEPOTNS 
of The Ideas will go away when our thought is removed , and again when the soul is not thinking , 
TOV ELOWV OLYNOETAL ἡμῶν TNS επινοιας ἀρθεισῆς, ὡς παλιν ψυχῆς μη voovons 
there will be One Intelligible Idea and not many ; for entities that possess their distinctness by our thought 
EOTOL δν νοητον καὶ οὐ πολλα : YAP τα EXYOVTA τὴν SLAKPLOLV ἡμξτεραῖς επινοιαις 
are reasonably annihilated together along with our thought ; and since the totality that comes to be from 
ELKOTMG = OLVAVALPELTAL μετα TOV επινοιῶν : KALYAP TO TAV γίγνομενον εξ 
our thought is also founded on that alone , it is abolished and is gone when our 
NMETEPAG ETIVOLAG καὶ ιδρυμενον EV ταῦτη LOVN AVNPNLEVNGS [avaipew] καὶ φροῦδον τῆς 
thought itself is gone , since nothing at all can remain in existence , when the primary cause that produces 


επινοιας ALTO OLYETAL , WG μηδεν OAMS , SLVATAL HEVELV καὶ τῆς πρώτης ATLAS TOD TAPMYOVTOG 
it does not exist. But again, surely if , according to Themselves , These Resources differ by 


avto μη οντος, δὲ καὶ dn Εἰ κατ᾽ αὑτὴν τῶν πραγματῶν διαφερξι 
Their Essential-Being , accordingly then , Likeness and Unlikeness are quite Distinct from one another , 
τὴν οὐσιαν, apa ομοιοτῆς KALAVOLOLOTHS διακεκριται αλληλὼν 


so also Sameness and Otherness , and each one of The Ideas ; and so neither is Likeness just like 


και ταῦτοτης καὶ ετεροτῆς KOLEKAXOTA τῶν διδῶν, καὶ OLTE ἢ ομοιοτῆς OTEP 
Unlikeness , nor is Sameness just like Otherness , nor is Each one just like all of Them . 


ἡ AVOLOLOTYSG , OVTE ἡ TALTOTNS οπερ ETEPOTIC , οὔτε EKAOTOV OTEP TA TAVTC . 
Therefore , on the one hand , through these considerations this should be clear , and taken 
οῦν μεν δια τοῦυτῶν Τοῦτο δστὼ φανερον, καὶ κεισθῶ 
as having being proved , that Each of The Ideas is not All of Them , and so the part , as they say , is not 
SESELYHEVOV ὡς EKAOTOV τῶν ELOMV EOTLV οὐκ τὰ TAVTO , καὶ TO HEPOG , ὡς φασιν, EOTL οὐκ 
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identical to the whole , but rather The Part is both a Whole and not The Whole , and The Whole is 


ταῦτον TO OAM, GAAG TOMEPOG TE OAOV KaLOLY OAOV, TE TO OAOV 
Essentially Superior to The Parts. But then, shall we say that All The Ideas are unmingled and 
τῇ OLOLA Κρεῖττον TOV μερῶν. AAA’ apa ONOOLEV TAVTATA ELON αμικτὰ KAL 


do not Participate of One-another ? But this is also absurd ; for we see that even the parts of sensibles 
754 ἀμετοχὰ AAANAWV ; αλλα τοῦτο και ATOTOV : YAP OPMHEV OTL καὶ TA HEPY TOV αἰσθητῶν 
are in sympathy and joined-together with one another , having been allotted for the establishment and 


EOTLV συμπαθὴ και συνεχη αλληλοις παρειλημμενα[ίλαγχανω) προς ὑποστασιν και 
fulfillment of one form . Surely then , much more must The Ideas Above , whether being Parts of 


συμπληρῶσιν Evoc ειδοὺς. δὴ ODV TOAAW Δεῖ TO ELST EV EKELVOLG TOTEPOV οντὰ LEP) 
The One Intellect , passing through One-another and Existing in One-another . For on the one hand , 
TOD EVOG νοῦ χῶρειν δι᾽’ αλληλῶν καὶ ειναι EV αλληλοις: γὰρ μεν 
sensibles , that need extension/place , welcome cohesiveness/continuity as a substitute for Unity ; 


TA αἰσθητὰ TA SEOMEVA TOTOD Nyannoe τὴν ODVEXYELAV QAVTL TNS EVOOEWG , 
but Intelligibles on the other hand , possess The Unity that is Proper for Them and Penetrate through 


τὰ νοητὰ δε EXEL τὴν ἐενῶσιν τὴν πρεπουσαν αὕτοις καὶ τὴν διιξιν δι’ 
One-another , without confusion ; for They are in an Indivisible Subject , and so The Beings (Ideas) 


QAANAOV , ασυγχῦτον : YAP EOTL EV QUEPEL δε τα OVTO 
That are in an Indivisible Subject (Ousia) , Co-exist with One-another in an Undivided Way ; for some 


EV OUEPEL σύνεστιν αλληλοις αδιακριτῶς ᾿: YAP TO μὲν 
of them are not in this place , while others are in another , for That in which They Are , is inno way 


αὐτῶν EOTALOD WdL, Ta OF EV AAA , εν ῶ οντος ἔστιν οὐδαμῶς 
divisible . And certainly , we see such evidence , even in seeds , for each seed contains all the 


μεριστου. Kat AAA TO τοιοῦτον μὲν ETL τῶν σπερματῶν, YAP EVLEV παντες OL 

reason-sources (DNA) and whatever part of a seed you may take , you will find in it all the reason-source . 
Royo. , και OTL TOD σπερματος AV λαβοις, ELPNOEIG EV αὑτῷ παντας τοὺς AOYOUG : 

Thus , on the one hand , the seed , by having the reason-source in potency , also has all of that reason- 


ODV μεν TOMEPUA, ἔχον τουςλογοὺς δύυναμδξι, KALEXEL παντας τοὺς 
source potentially in each part. But on the other hand, prior to this seed , there must be , that which 


λογοὺς δυνάμει EV EKAOTO . de προ TOLTOD Δει διναι το 
has everything in actuality in each part. For nowhere does nature start from the imperfect ; for neither 


ἔχον παντα κατ᾽ EVEPYELAV EV EKAOTH: YAP οὐδαμοῦ ἡ φύσις APYETAL ATO τῶν ATEAOV : YAP οὐδὲ 
could imperfect beings proceed to their perfection , if there were not Perfect Beings existing before them , 
av τὰ ἀτελῆ προήηλθεν επι το τελας, μη τῶν TEAELMV TPOLTAPYOVTOV , 
to which they also bear a dim likeness , by having received an imperfect image . Therefore , what else is It 


OV KQL φερει τινα AULSPAV OLOLWOLV , παραδεξαμενα τὴν ATEAN εικασιαν. οὖν Τι αλλο εστιν 
than Intellect , in which all beings partake of all qualities Ὁ And whatever it is that you may take , it is 


N νοῦς EV ὦ πάαντα HETEYEL παντῶν ; και παν αν λαβοις 
That Very Resource that will be found to have community with other beings ; for if we also say that 
οπερ εὑρήσεις KEKOL@VNKOG τῶν αλλήηλων : γαρξει καὶ λξγομδν 
That Essential-Being is Indivisible , how can It/She be divided in such a way , so as to be unmingled and 


EKELVNV OLOLAV OALEPLOTOV, πῶς αὐτὴν μερίσομὲεν ODTHS ὡς ElVOAL QLIKTOV και 
without community with Herself ? For beings that are unmixed with one another and have absolutely no 

ακοινώνητον προς EALTNV; YAP TA αἀαμικτα προς AAANAG καὶ EXOVTA LNSELLAV 
common-ground are in every way , unsympathetic to one-another , and neither is it in their nature to love 


KOLV@VIAV εστιν TOAVTOS ασυμπαθή αλληλοις, Kal OUTE TEMUKEV = EPAV 
one-another nor complete the fulfillment of their unification , but on the contrary they are divided and 


QAANAWV OLTE τελεῖν EKTANPWOLV εἰς EVOG ,QAAQ TODVAVTLOV μεμερισθαι KOaL 
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estranged from one another . For if each part preserves its own nature in being unmixed with the others , 
διεσπασθαι CAANA@V. YAP El EKAOTOV σώζει τὴν EALTOD OLOLV EV TH αμιῖγει προς TA AAA 
it will flee from having community with them in order to be preserved. Surely then , where will that 
φευξεται τὴν κοινώνιαν προς EKELVa ινὰ σωζηται. δή οὖν Που 
which is Indivisible have a place throughout The Divine Ideas ? Where then , will that Friendship be 
755 0 ἀμέριστον s€eryopav δια τῶν θειῶν διδῶν; ποὺ dE YN φιλια 
throughout The Intelligibles and that Love , of which we are in the habit of singing ? Then where is 
δια τῶν νοητῶν καὶ EKELVOG O EPWSG, OV ειώθαμεν DEVEL ; dg που 
The Unity that comes upon Them from The One , and such other Qualities that we speak of in praising 
ἡ δνῶσις ἢ εφηκοῦυσα εκτοῦξδνος, καὶ OOo αλλα λεγομὲν ὑμνοῦντες 
That Divine Nature ? Accordingly then , one must not suppose that The Ideas are altogether unmixed and 
EKELVIV τὴν φυσιν ; apa Οὐκ Qetsov τὰ EON παντῆῇ ααμικτα και 
without communion with one another , certainly then nor must we say , that each one, is all of them, as 
ακοινῶντα QAANAOIG , αλλαὰ UNV οὐδὲ PNTEOV EKQOTOV TO TMOAVTA , ὡς 
it has been demonstrated . How then, and in what way are we to dialectically engage this subject itself ? 
δεδεικται. Il@co δὲ καὶ τινα τροπον διαλεκτεον περι αὐτοῦ ; 
On the one hand , we must say that Each of Them is Precisely just as It Is , by Preserving Pure , Its Own 
LEV Exaotov εῖιναι οπερ EOTL , σῶζον καθαραν τὴν EALVTOD 
Specific Nature , but on the other hand , by also Partaking of The Others in an Unconfused Way ; not by 
τὴν LOLOTHTA , δὲ καὶ μξτεχειν τῶν AAA@V ασυγχῦύτως, OLY WS 
becoming one of Them , but by Participating of The Specific Nature of That Other , and by Sharing Its 
YIVVOHEVOV EKELV@V , AAA’ ὡς μεταλαμβανον τῆς LOLOTNHTOG τῆς EKELVOD καὶ μεταδιδον τῆς 
Own Nature with It , such as by saying that Sameness Partakes in a certain way of Otherness and without 
OLKELAG EKELVM, OLOV O λεγῶν τὴν TALTOTHTA LETEXYELV πῇ TNS ETEPOTNTOG καὶ μη 
being Otherness ; for there is also a Plurality in This Idea ; and not only is It Other than Unlikeness , 
OLOGY ETEPOTHTA : YAP EOTL καὶ πληθος EV TALTN, καὶ OD HOVOV EOTLV ETEPOV ἀανομοιοτῆτος, 
but It is also Other than Itself ; and that in a similar way , Otherness Partakes of Sameness , inasmuch as it 
AAO καὶι εαῦτης: Kal ομοιῶς τὴν ETEPOTHTA LETEYELV TALTOTHTOS , καθοσον 
is also Common to All Others and in another way is The Same as Itself ; neither is Sameness Otherness , 
καὶ KOLVOVEL προς TA αλλα και CAAT EOTLV TALTOV EALTN: HNTE ειναι τὴν TALTOTHTA ETEPOTNTO , 
nor Otherness Sameness ; for this has been refuted by what we said earlier ; and in turn we say again 
LUNTE τὴν ETEPOTNTA TALTOTHTA : YAP τοῦτο EVNAEYKTAL δια TOV AOYOV προειρημένων : και αὖ παλιν 
that Unlikeness Partakes of Likeness ; for inasmuch as All The Ideas Partake of One Certain Character , 
OLOLOTITOG HETEXELV τὴν AVOLOLOTHTA : YAP καθοσον TAVTA TO ELON HETEYXEL EVOG τινος ιδιώματος 
They are Like One-another ; and that Likeness Partakes of Unlikeness ; for generally (like All The Ideas) 
@HOLWTAL AAANAOIG : καὶ THVOMOLOTHTA ανομοιοτήτος: yap ολῶς 
if Likeness Shares/Imparts of Itself to Others , It is Unlike Them ; for in this way It will be The Provider , 
ELT] ομοιοτῆς μεταδιδῶσι EALTNG τοις αλλοις, AVMLOLWTAL AVTOLG: YAP ODT AV μὲν ἡ LETESLOW , 
but The Others will be The Partakers ; and if Unlikeness Provides of Itself to Others , It becomes 
δε τα μετελαμβανε : καὶ ει ἡ ἀνομοιοτῆς μεταδιδῶσιν ξεξαύτης τοις αλλοις, γιγνεται 
Like them , but more than that , (Unlikeness) Itself and That (Likeness) become Like . But neither is 
ομοιοῦται ALTOIG , SE μαλλον QUT TE καὶ EKELVY ομοια : δὲ LNTE ειναι 
Likeness , Unlikeness , nor Unlikeness Itself , Likeness . Neither is Unlikeness 
τὴν OLOLOTHTA AVOMOLOTHTA , UNTE τὴν CVOLOLOTHTA αὐτὴν OLOLOTHTA , UNDE ειναι ἀνομοῖον 
just like Likeness , nor Likeness just like Unlikeness . For the term in so far as is twofold . For we use 
καθο ομοιοτῆς, μηδὲ ομοιον, καθο ἀανομοιοτῆς.γὰρ To Kao εστιν διττον : yap λεγομὲν 
the term in this way ; that whatever may be grasped of one , then so also of the other , just as when 
το καθο οὗὐτῶ, ὡς οτιπερ αἀνλαβοῖς ξἕνος τοῦ ετεΕροῦ, ὥσπερ 
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they say , that just as this is air, so also is it light , and that just as this is light , so also is it air. Sothen, 


λεγοι κατατοῦτο aNnp, καθο καὶ φῶς, καὶ κατατοῦτο φῶς, καθο καὶ αηρ. δε 
let there be a volume of air that is full of light , and so , neither is the air , light , nor the light , air ; yet 
Eot@ τις α͵ρ πεφωώτισμενος, KAL OLTE OANP φῶς, οὔτε TO φὼς aNp, αλλα 
the air is also in the light , and the light is in the air , for the reason that both the parts of air and the parts 
756 ο ANP καὶ EV TH OMTL, και TO OWS EV TH EPL , SLOTL TE TMV μοριῶν TOD HEPOS καὶ TOD 
of light subsist together with one-another ; there being no part of either of these that we can take in which 
OWTOS παρακειμενῶν QAANAOIG , EOTL οὔδεν θατεροῦ TOLT@V λαβειν 


the other is not also seen , by just as much. ΟΥ, according to another way , thus we can use the term as 
το λοιπον μὴ και θεώρειται καθο. H καθ᾽ etepov tpomov,ovtT@ AEYOLEV TO ALTO ὡς 
meaning what we usually express by in as much as , for example , man in as much as he is a man , 


ειώθαμεν λεγειν y οιον avOpanoc 
is receptive of knowledge . For it is not true that , air in as much as it is air , contains the light , 
δεκτικὸν ENLOTHUNS : YAP EOTLODK ἀληθες OTLTO ANP ἢ TH AEPL εν TO OWS 


according to this indication , since air does not at all imply light , as we say that man 
κατα τοῦτο TO ONHALVOLEVOV TOD MEPOG OL παντῶς συνεισαγοντος TO φῶς, ὡς φαμεν TOV ἀανθρῶπον 
implies being receptive to knowledge . For air is one essence , and light , another . So then, it is also 
ODVELOGYELV SEKTLKOV TO επιστημῆς : YAP AEPOS BAAN OVOLA, καὶ φῶτος GAAN. τοινὺν καὶι 
in this way , that Likeness , in so far as It is Likeness , It also Partakes of Unlikeness . For there is not one 
Ovt@ Nopoiotns, καθο LEV OLOLOTNG, καὶ LETEYEL AVOLOLOTNTOG : YAP EOTLV οὐδεν 
part of Itself which does not also Partake of That Unlikeness , for The Being of Likeness It/Herself , is 
αὐτῆς ο μη μέετεχει κακεινῆς ἡ ἀνομοιοτήῆς : γὰρ το ξιναι αὐτῆς 
One Essence , while The Being of Unlikeness is Another Essence . So then , Unlikeness , in so far as It is 
αλλο και EKELVNG αλλο : καὶ τοινὺν ἢ ἀανομοιοτῆς καθο 
Unlikeness , It Partakes of Likeness . For it is not the case that one part of it partakes of the other , while 
ανομοιοτῆς, WETEXEL τῆς OMOLOTHTOS. yap Ov τομᾶν μερος αὑτῆς μετεσχεν εκξινης, 
another part remains un-participating .For nothing prevents Its penetrating That , nor does its Impartibility 
το δὲ  ELELVELV ἀμξτοχον : γὰρ οὔτε τις KMADEL τὴν SULELV EKELVNG , OLTE αὑτῆς TO ALEPLOTOV 
being such as it is , for example ; allows one part to participate , while another part remains unmixed 
τοιοῦτον EOTIV , OlOV τῇ μὲν =ETEXELV , τῇ ὃὲ μένειν αμικτον 
with Itself . Accordingly then , Likeness as a Whole also pervades through Unlikeness as a Whole , 
προς MOTNV . apa Nopototns OANH καὶ χῶωρει δια τῆς ἀνομοιοτῆτος δι’ OANS, 
and Unlikeness through Likeness . Not however in so far as either one of the two , does one partake 
και ἡ AVOLOLOTHS δια TNS OMOLOTHTOS : OD LEVTOL ἢ EKATEPA EOTL TALTN] HETEXEL 
of the other , but The One Partakes while Protecting Pure Its Own Essential-Being and The Others . And 
τῆς λοιπης, OAAM ETEXEL φυλαττοῦσα καθαραν τὴν Eavtys OvOlaV καὶ εκξεινης. Kat 
Likeness is not Unlikeness , neither in-Itself in so far as it is Likeness ; nor as being primarily Likeness , 
TN] ομοιοτῆς EOTLV OVTE AVOLLOLOTHS , οὔτε καθ᾽ ALTO ἡ ομοιοτῆς : OLTE LEV TPWTWS OLLOLOTNS , 
then by implication Unlikeness ; nor is it wholly Unlikeness , although it partakes of Unlikeness 
δε KAT ETAKOAOVONOL AVOLOLOTHS , O09’ OAWS AVOLOLOTHS , HAAG HETEXEL τῆς AVOLOLOTNTOG 
throughout The Whole of Itself . Thus , It is unlike , but not Unlikeness ; being unlike by Participation . 
καθ’ OANV εαύτην : καὶ EOTLV AVOLOLOV , GAA’ οὐκ AVOLOLOTIG , TH SE AVOLOLOV μετουσια. 
For in this way Plato also demonstrated in the Sophist (256) the communion of Sameness and Otherness , 
yap OvtwoTTAatwv και δειξας εν Σοφιστη τὴν κοινώνιαν ταύῦτοτητος καὶ ETEPOTNTOG 
by not also calling Sameness Otherness , but other , and because of this “not-Being” . 
OD καὶ MPOCELPIKE TAVTOTNTA ETEPOTHTA , AAA’ ETEPOV , καὶ δια τοῦτο μη OV: 
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Stranger: For when we say that it (motion) is the same and not the same , we do not apply these terms 


256 γὰρ OTAV ειπῶμεν αὐτὴν ταῦτον KOL μη ταῦτον, ου ειρηκαμεν 
in the same way ; but on the one hand , whenever we call it the same in relation to itself , by its partaking 
ομοιῶς, αλλ᾽ μὲν OTOTAV AEYOMEV ταῦτον προς EavTHV , δια τὴν μεθεξιν 
of The Same in this way , but on the other hand , when we call it not the same , because in turn by its 
TALTOD οὕτω, δὲ OTOV μηταυτον, διὰ αὖ τὴν 
having communion with The Other , through which , it has become severed from The Same , 
KOW@VLOV θατερου, δι᾽ nV αποχωριζομενη ταῦτου 
and has become not that (same) , but other , so that again in tum , it is rightly spoken of as not the same . 
γέγονεν οὐκ EKELVO αλλ’ ETEPOV , ὥστε παλιν αὖ op0@s Asyetar Ob ταῦτον. 


For it (motion) became other by participation ; yet other , while remaining the same in Essential-Being . 
yap τῇ YEYOVEV ETEPOV μετουσια, CAA’ ETEPOV μενοῦυσα ταύῦτοτης TY οὐσια. 
And so , in the same way Otherness is , on the one hand , in Essential-being , Otherness , but on the other 


καὶ δὲ OLOLOG ἢ ETEPOTNS μεν TN οὐσια ETEPOTNG , δὲ 
hand , the same by Participation . And generally , Each Idea , Is what It Is , by Its Essential-Being , but 


ταῦτον TH μετουσια. Kat ολῶς δκαστα EOTIV α EOTL τὴ μὲν ουὐσια δὲ 
also Enjoy The Benefit of The Others , through Its Participation. And in this way , All The Ideas are 


757 και ANOAEAQUKEV[ATOAGVO] TOV CAAWV TH μετουσια : καὶ OLTM TAVTA TA ELON 
Beautiful by Partaking of Beauty , and are Just by Partaking of Justice , but it is certainly not the case that 


KOAG μετασχοντα TOD καλου, καὶ δικαια Tov δικαιου, μην ov 
each of Them is Beauty Itself and Justice Itself . Accordingly then , The Ideas are both Unified with 


EKQOTOV KOAOV AUTO και δικαῖον αὐτο. apa ta sion Kat ἡνῶται 
One-another and are also Distinct from One-another. Certainly then , by This Being The Innate Qualities 
αλληλοις και διακεκριται AN’ AAANAV : γοῦν τοῦτο EOTL LOLOV 
of The Bodiless Ideas , then They also Penetrate/Pass Through One-another in an Unconfused Way and 
TOV AOWLATOV ELOOV , και TO χῶώρειν δι’ αλληλῶν ασυγχυτῶς και 
are Distinct from One-another in an Undivided Way , and on the one hand , because of Their Indivisible 
διακεκρισθαι an’ AAANA@V QOLAKPITAG , και LIEV δια αὐτῶν τὴν ALEPLOTOV 
Nature , They are More-Unified than the elements that dissolve into each other , but on the other hand , 


φυσιν μαλλον ηνῶσθαι τῶν συνεφθαρμενῶν δε 
because of Their Unmixed Purity , They are more Distinct than the spatially separated entities here . 


δια αὐτῶν τὴν αμικτον καθαροτητα μαλλον διακεκρισθαι τῶν διεστώτων ενταῦθα. 
Surely then , having thus set in order these preliminary considerations , let us proceed 


δὴ OvV οὕτω Τούτων προδιατεταγμενῶν, δπανελθοντες 
to the contemplation of the words before us , and let us say , that on the one hand , Socrates looks-over 


εις τὴν θεῶριαν τῶν TPOKELMLEVOV,  ELMMPEV : μεν ο Σώκρατης atoBpAEt@v 
a portion of the arguments above , when he rejects mixture in the case of The Ideas , and expresses his 


τι τῶν ειρημξνὼν απογιγνώσκει τὴν μιξῖν προς ETL τῶν ειδῶν, KAL ATOKAAEL 
amazement at any argument leading to it . For , from where he stands , he expresses as wondrous , that 


TEPAG TOV AOYOV τρεπομξνον ταῦτη : YAP αὐτοθεν EKAAECE τεραὰς 
Likeness Itself be Unlike . But on the other hand , by reviewing the question from another point of view , 


TO ομοῖον MOLTO ELVAL AVOLLOLOV : δὲ παλιν απιδῶν τι 
he suspects (the truth of the matter) , since he says that he would admire/wondrously respect , if this could 


καθυπονοξι LEV , δὲ φησιν θαυμασειν ει τοῦτο 
in any way be shown . Then, at the third stage , having an insight of the truth of doctrine , he declares 


πη δειχθειη: δὲ TO τριτον επιβαλλῶν τῷ αληθεστατῶ AOYM αποκαλξι 
ΠῚ 
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that the one who is capable of proving this would be worthy of admiration . Therefore , in his perplexity 
τον δυνάμενον δειξαι τοῦτο QYAOTOV . οῦν ἀπορῶν 
whether The Ideas are associated with one another , he summons Zeno to help in the solution 
El TO ειδη μετ αλληλῶν.,, καλῶν τον Ζηνῶνα βοηθον προς τὴν διαλυσιν 
of this problem ; and by taking into account , that if perhaps The Ideas are not so mixed that Likeness 
TODTOD , και υπολαβῶν apa τὰ ELON] μη OLTH LELLKTOL ὡς TO OLLOLOV 
Itself is Unlike , he rejects mixture of that sort and calls such a doctrine amazing ; but then again , 
QVTO ELVAL AVOLOLOV, AMEYVO μιξιν TOLALTHV καὶ AMEKAAEGE τοιοῦτον TO δογμα τερας : dE παλιν 
maybe not ; by suspecting that because of The Unity of The Intelligible Realm , then The Ideas may 
apa μη DTOVONOAG δια τὴν EVMOLV τῶν νοητῶν EKELVOL 
somehow Partake of One-another , he says that he would surely be amazed , if anyone were able to prove 
TOG LETEYEL OAANAOV , eon dyn θαυύυμασειν, TOD YPNOALEVOG SELKVOVTOG 
this ; using the word (prove/demonstrate) as if already suspecting The Truth . Then finally , by having 
τοῦτο, φωνη ηδη LMOVOOLVTOG ταληθες: δε τελος δπι-- 
the Insight , that They may be Capable of Being both Unified and Distinct , he calls , worthy of 
—BarrA@v ott δύναται καὶ ηἡνῶσθαι και διακεκρισθαι, ETMVOLACE 
admiration , anyone who could demonstrate this . And see through what stages he advances . For first , 
OYACTOV τον αποδεικνυντα τοῦτο. Katopag oon τηςταξῖς avodov: γὰρ πρῶτον 
he rejects , secondly , he gets a suspicion into how The Truth is Ordained , then finally , he arrives 
ameyv@, SELTEPOV υὑυπονοιᾶν εις TOD ἀλήηθους KATEOTN , ENELTA TEAELTALOV KATIVTNOE 
at the doctrine itself, being firmly established by proofs. And neither is his rejection of mixture mistaken ; 
758 εἰς To αὐτο βεβαιῶθεν δια τῶν αποδειξεωῶν. Και OVTE ἡ απογνῶσις τῆς LIGEWS ENTALOLEVN : 
for The Ideas are not mixed according to that way ; nor is his suspicion false ; for on the one hand , They 
γὰρ TO ElON OLIKTA κατα EKELVOV TOV τροπον : OLTE ἢ LTOVOLA ψεύδης : γὰρ μεν 
are somehow able to Participate of one another , but on the other hand , somehow exist without anything 
TOG δύναται HETEXELV αλληλῶν ; δε πῶς EOTIV a- 
in common with one another ? And his ultimate calculation is truest of all ; for They are both Unified and 
KOLV@VYTA AAANAOIG; καὶ ἢ TEAELTALA ψῆφος αληθεστατῃ : yap και = NV@VTAL και 
Distinct , as has been demonstrated by what we have said above . And all the judgments of Socrates 
διακεκριται, καθαπερ δεδεικται δια TOV TPOELIPNLEVOV : καὶ παντα τὰ KPLLATA TOL Σωκρατοὺς 
are in harmony with one another ; such as that “it would be amazing”, and that “it would be wondrous ”, 


συμφωνα αλληλοις,, το αν διῆ τβερας, το θαυμασειν., 
and that “I shall admire”, they are (respectively) , expressions of rejection , and suspicion and hope . 

TO αναγασθειην, 1 TE απογηῶσις καὶ LDTOVOLA KOL ἡ EATIC. 
And from these transitions it is clear , how Plato portrays the representation of a well-disposed soul . 
και απο TOLTOV δηλον, oon to Πλατῶνι mapa Η μίμησις τῆς εὐφύυοὺς woxns: 
For on the one hand , it is characteristic of those who are being led upward that after the rejection , 
yap μεν LOLOV TOV QVOYOHEVOV το μετα τὴν ATOYVWOLV 


to suspect The Truth , and then grasp It round , and continue to move forward . But on the other hand , 
ὑπονοεῖν ταληθες, επειτ᾽ ὄραττεσθαι αὐτοῦ περι, καὶ CEL YOPELV TPOGMTEPO: SE 
this is also characteristic of the good-natured soul ; that neither its rejection (of a doctrine) be empty , 
τοῦτο καὶ προσεστι τῇ εὐφῦει ψυχῆ το μῆτε τὴν ἀπογνῶσιν ειναι διακενον, 
nor is its suspicion (of The Truth) be illusory , because it is taking into view the way in which the 
UNTE τὴν LTOVOLAV TAAGUATOON, δια TO αφοραν τοὺς τροποὺς καθ᾽ OUG TO 
statement is not true in relation to {Π6Π|,, or in what way it is the case , but in what way it is not . 
πραγμα EOTLV οὐκ προς EkKElVOLG ἢ πη εστι μὲν, δὲ πῇ EOTL ODK . 
Thus on the one hand, we shall consider the other stages later-on , but now on the other hand , 
οῦν μεν επισκεψομεθα Τὰ αλλὰα εἰσαῦθις: δε νὺν 


43 


let us speak about the words under consideration . Now then , Socrates agrees that in sensibles , the same 
ειπῶμεν MEPL τῶν ρηματῶν EKKELLIEVMV. TOLVDV ObYYMPEL EV τοις ALGANnTOIG To αὐτο 

singular aspect under consideration can be seen to be both like and unlike ; and so , 

EV περι ὑποκειμενον DEWPODLLEVOV ELVAL ALOOTEPM@V OLOLOV και AVOLLOLOV, καὶ HEV 

be like in one way , but unlike in another way , but he is puzzled whether it is also the case , if among 

τῆς OMOLOTHTOG KAT’ AAAO , SE τῆς AVOLOLOTHTOS κατ’ GAAO: SE AMOPEL KAL ει ETL 

The Ideas Themselves , the like is unlike and the unlike like , and in his doubt , 

TOV ELOWV αὐτῶν TO OLLOLOV EOTL AVOLLOLOV , καὶ TO AVOLOLOV OLLOLOV : καὶ ATOPNOAG 

he calls that statement amazing , for this is not the mode of the mixture , which makes each one 

TPOONYOPEVGEV AVTO τερας, YAP OVTOG EOTLV OD οτροπος τῆς μιξεῶς, OG MOLEL ἕκαστον 

of The Ideas , precisely what Each one is , as shown by the reasons set forth above. And to me, it is 
TOV ELOOV , ONMEP ἕκαστον, δια τοὺς λογοὺς προεξιρημδξνους. Kat μοι 

not surprising that if in dealing with The Idea Itself , he presents It again in the plural by saying , 

οὐ θαυμασης El ποιουμξνος περι TOD ELSOLG αὑτοῦ προσήνξγκατο αὐτο TAALV πληθυντικῶς εἰπὼν 

“if on the one hand , someone were showing that They are likes” for Likeness is both one and many , 

él μεν τις αἀπεφαινεν αὐτὰ ομοια : YAP το OMOLOV EOTLV EV και πολλα, 

so that It is both Like and likes . For as the arithmeticians say , the parts of an Even-times Even Number , 

ὥστε AVTO EOTL και OMOLOV καὶ OLOLA . YAP Ὡς οι APLOLNTLKOL φασιν TH μερη TOV APTLOD APTLAKIG 

are Themselves Even , so also must we speak ; and so the many parts of The Like are Likes , and those 

759 και αὐτὰ APTLA , OTH καὶ ἡμῖν PITEOV : καὶ TO πλήθους TOV OMOLOD OLOIM, KOLTOD 

of The Unlike are unlikes . For The Whole of Intellect also consists of Intellects ; for Intellect does not 


Q“VOHOIOD ανομοια: YAP O ολος νοὺς Kal εκ νοῶν : γὰρ OVvovG οὐ 
consist of unintelligent beings ; nor does The Like consist of Unlikes . And if Likeness is a plurality and 
εξ ανοητῶν, ovdE TOOLOLOV ανομοιῶν. καὶ Εἰ ἡ ομοιοτήτος πληθος και 


Itself not-One , it is not only Likeness , but also Likenesses , for It also contains many , or rather 
QUTO LUN EV, EOTLV οὐχ HOVOV OLOLOTHS , AAAG καὶ OMOLOTNTEG : γὰρ καὶ EXEL πολλας, SE μαλλον 
All The Assimilative Powers ; such as either those that assimilate images to their models , or the images 


απασας ομοιώτικας δυνάμεις ἢ τῶν εικονῶν προς TA TAPQOELYLATA , ἡ τῶν ELKOVOV 
to one-another , or parts to wholes , or parts to one another . Thus , the likeness corresponding to each 
προς αλλήηλας, ἡ TOV μερῶν προς TA OAG, ἡ τῶν μερῶν προς AAANAG : dE ομοιοτῆς KAO’EKAoTHV 
of These Powers also makes Likeness Itself a Being of Likes/Likenesses . Unless perhaps the object of 
τῶν OVVALEWV καὶ TOLEL TO AUTOOLOLOV τις ODOM ομοια. μη apa Εἰ τοῦτο 
Socrates’ search is also , not if The Like and The Unlike partake of One-another ; but whether , even if all 
ο Σώκρατῆς ζητει καὶ El TO OMOLOV καὶ TO AVOLOLOV HETELANXEV αλλγηλῶν : GAA’ EL καὶ TAVTO 
The Intelligible Ideas are Like One-another , are All of Them also Unlike , through partaking of both 


TA VONTA εἰδὴ OMOLA αλλήλοις, EOTL TAVTA καὶ ἀνομοιὰ TH LETEYELV 

Likeness and Unlikeness , just as the entities in this realm also partake of The Likeness and Unlikeness 
ομοιοτῆτος καὶ AVOHOLOTN TOG, ὥσπερ TA THOE καὶ TH HETEXELV τῆς OMOLOTNTOG καὶ AVOHLOLOTH TOG 
in Them, are like and unlike through one another . But let us , if you please , look in another way at the 
EV ALTOS EOTLV ομοια καὶ ἀνομοια δι’ GAANAG. dE ει BovAst opa ETEPOG τὴν 
cause of his speaking of Likes and Unlikes in the plural . For This Likeness ; The Idea Itself , exists 


QUTLOV ELMELV τὰ OMOLA καὶ AVOLLOLA TOL πληθυντικῶς : YAP τοῦτο TO OMOLOVTO ELSOG AVTO EOTL 
on the one hand , in The Maker of The All , and on the other hand , It also exists , in The Other Intellects ; 


καὶ HEV EV TO δημιουργῶ TOL TAVTOG δε και εστι ὃν τοις αλλοις νοις 
both The Super-Kosmic and The En-Kosmic Intellects . Now then , suppose that our object , is to search 


TE τοις ὑπερκοσμιοις και τοις εγκοσμιοις. TOLVDV Oo Aoyos ZNTETO 
whether All These Likenesses Themselves , are The Same as The Unlikenesses , and that in this way , 


EL περι TOV παντῶν αὑτοομοιῶν EOTL ταῦτα τοις AVOLOLOLS , και οὐτῶ 
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there is nothing remarkable in his saying Likenesses , but not The Like . For The Like does not exist 
οὐδὲν θαύμαστον ALTOV λεγειν OLOLA, αλλα UN ομοιον : yap οὐ ἔστι 

in one way only , but by as numerous as are The Orders of Intelligent Beings , Proceeding from 

μοναχῶς, GAA’ οσαι ταξεις νοερᾶαι προεληλύυθασι απο 

The Demiurge , so also , just as numerous , may be regarded as existing , the energy of This Idea , 

tov SNMLOLVPyYOL , τοσαυταχῶς θεωρηθησεται το τοῦτο ειδος 

by us considering that it is active in each Intellect in its appropriate fashion ; on the one hand , 

ἡμῖν θεώρουμξνον eV EKQXOTO VO OUKELOG , LEV 

in a Super-Kosmic Way , in The Super-Kosmic Intellects , but on the other hand , in an En-Kosmic Way 

Ὀπερκοσμιῶς EV τοις ὑπερκοσμιοις, δὲ EYKOOLILMG 

in The Participatory Intellects under The Kosmic Arc . Accordingly then , is this doctrine totally false , 

δν τοῖς LETEPYOHEVOIG LMO TOD κοσμου. apa AAA ovtos ο λογος TaVTN ψευδης, 

and are Likeness and Unlikeness not in any way , The Same ? Or is this doctrine also true , in some way . 

και EOTLV ἡ OLOLOTIS καὶ ἡ AVOLOLOTHS οὐδαμοῦ ταῦτον ;H εστι τοῦτο καὶ ἀαληθες πῶς 

For surely there must be ἃ Monad which brings together in every way The Duality of these terms , before 

yap δη Δει Etvattiva Hovada συναγῶγον παντῶς τὴν TODTOV προ 

The Dyad Itself . For every Dyad comes forth from some Monad , which Comprehends in a Unific Way 

τῆς δυαδος αὑτῆς : YAP TAGA SLAG προξισιν απο τινος μοναδος, ἢ προξδιληφεν  EVLALMG 

The Power of Duality Itself . But if this is true , there must be a Single Monad of Them, which is also 

760 τὴν δυναμιν ταύτης: δὲ ει τοῦτο, SEL ELVAL τιναμιαν μοναδα TOLTOV, ἡ EOTLV και 

The Uniform Cause of both Likeness and Unlikeness . If then you say that in This Unity , Their Causes 

EVOELOMS αἴτια καὶ OLOOITNTOG καὶ AVOMOLOTNTOS . Et TOLVDV AEYELG EV ταῦτη TOLTOV τας αἰἴτιας 

are Secretly Contained , and exist Completely in a Unified and Unseparated Way , so that There , 

κρυφιὼς και παντη EVLOLOG και QUAKPITOG , ὥστε EKEL 

Likeness is Unlikeness , and Unlikeness Likeness , existing with no distinction , 

τὴν OMOLOTHTA ELVAL AVOLOLOTHTA , καὶ τὴν AVOMOLOTHTA OLOLOTHTA , OVGNS οὐκ SLAKPLOEWS 

but in Singular Oneness , then perhaps you would not hit far from The Truth . For all distinctions 

αλλα μιαν EVOTNTOG, TAY’ av οὐκ βαλλοις πορρὼ ταληθοὺς : γὰρ TAVTA SLAKEKPLLEVO 

come from The Unities , and are at first in every way One , and exist Immanifestly and Ineffably in 

ἔστι ATO τῶν NVOLEVOV , καὶ EOTL πρῶτον παντῶς EV καὶ AVEKOAVTM@S καὶ APPNTWS EV 

Their Own Causes , and afterwards exist Distinctly and Separately from One-another , in order that , and 


ταις αὐτῶν ALLTLAIG , ETELTA διηρήημενος καὶ OLAKEKPILEVOS AT’ AAANA@V, Wa και 
in as much as there be an Order of Procession , following after That which is One , only , then following 
ῃ ειναι κατὰ TAELG τὴν προοδον μετα το εν μονον 
That which is Secretly One , in which Every Being is Every Being ; and after This , That which is 
TO KPLOLWG EV, EV ὦ παν ὃστι TOV , καὶιμετατοῦτο το 
Distinctively One , in which All Beings Partake of One-another ; but in which Each of Them is not 
διακεκριμενῶς EV, EV ὦ ταπανταὰ METEYEL αλληλῶν : δὲ EKQOTOV EXEL οὐκ 
The Rest of Them , but maintains Its Freedom from mixture along with Its Communion (with Them) . 
ta λοιπα, GAA’ Exel TV αμιξιαν μετα τῆς κοινῶώνιας. 


Nor indeed , if anyone should reveal that all entities are one , 
129b Οὐδὲ ye El τις anodatvet QMAaAVTa ὃν 
through their Participation of The One , and that these same things are many , in turn , 


TO LIETEYELV τοῦ EVOG και ταῦτα ταῦτα πολλὰ αὖ 
through their Participation of Plurality. But if anyone should show that , that which is One , 
TO μετεχεῖν πληθους : GAA’ ει αποδειξει O ἔστιν EV, 


ΠῚ 
45 


This Itself , is many , and in turn that the many is indeed One ; this , I shall immediately admire . 
τοῦτο ALTO πολλὰ καὶ αὖ τα πολλὰ δὴ δν,τοῦτο ηδη θαυμασομαι. 


After the words about Likeness and Unlikeness he shifts back again to The One and 

Meta τοὺς AOYOUG περι OLOLOTNTOG καὶ AVOLOLOTHTOS μεταβεβηκε παλιν ETL TO EV KOL 
Plurality , and these words draw from the discourses of Zeno . For surely just as Zeno had refuted those 
TO πληθος, καὶ ταῦτα λαβὼν απο τῶν Aoyav Ζήνωνος. yap dyn καθαπερ Εκεινος dinAEyye τοὺς 
who separate the many from The One by showing that likeness and unlikeness are the same , so also 
YOPICOVTASG TA πολλὰ τοῦξνος δεικνὺς ομοῖον καὶ AVOLOLOV TO @LTO, καὶι 
in same way he argues against them by taking his beginning from The One and from plurality , 
TOV ALTOV τροπον SINYWVICETO προς αὐτοὺς ETLYELPWV απο TOD EVOG καὶ ATO TOL πληθους, 
by bringing to light that apart from The One the same entity will be multiple and the many , one . For 

αποφαινῶὼν οτιχῶρις TOV EVOG TO ALTO δσται πληθος καιτα TOAAG EV: γὰρ 

plurality , all by itself , has to be and is many , by the very fact that it does not partake of The One . For 


τα TANON κατ᾽ αὐτο EYOVTA καὶ εστι πολλὰ οὕτως μη μξτεχειν TO EVAdOG . γὰρ 
whatever is not under the authority of The One , is many ; and since they have in common their being 
TO μη LTO KPATODHEVOV TOD EVOG EOTL πολλα : KOLETMEL EYEL KOLVOV TO 


not-one , they are in turn one , by this very fact ; for entities that share a character in common , are one , 


UN EV, EOTIVTOALV EV κατατοῦτο : γὰρ TO HETELANXOG τινος κοινοῦ  EOTLEV 
by virtue of this common character itself , so that if their being not-one is common to them , the many 


76Ίκατα τοῦτο TOKOLVOV GQLTO,WOTE EL TO OLY EV κοινον αὕτοις, TA πολλα 
will be one , by virtue of their being not-one ; and again in the same way their being not-one , will be 
ἔσται EV κατα το OLY EV! και παλιν ὡσαύτως TO οὐχ δεν δ8διναι 
one and the same , by its being present in all of them . Surely then , on the one hand , in some such way 
δν ταῦτον TO ev TOOL . én μεν TOG ουτῶσι 
and from such premises , Zeno conducted his argument . But first on the other hand , Socrates indeed 
καὶ ἀπὸ τούτων OZnvov ETHEL TOV λογον: μεν δὲ 0 LM@KPATNS YE 


admits that Zeno has sufficiently argued his case before the multitude and has not neglected The Monads 
OVYY OPEL ALVTOV LKAVAG διαγώνισασθαι μὲν προς τοὺς πολλοὺς UNSE ATOAELMOVTA τας μοναδας 
in sensibles , but then thinks it fitting that they go on to The Other Intellectual Monads , to look at 
EV τοις αιἰσθητοις, δὲ αξιοι μετελθοντα ET’ τας αλλας νοερᾶς μοναδας ιδειν 
The One and The Plurality There , and show how There also , These are Unified with one another , and 

TOEV και TO πλῆθος EKEL , καὶ επιδειξαι οπὼς EKEL καὶ ταῦτα NVOTAL QAANAOIG , και 
whether it is by way of participation , and what sort of participation it is . Surely then , at which point 

El κατα μεθεξιν, και τις ῃ μεθεξις : én ov 

you can clearly discover that Socrates is already beginning to suspect The Community/Communion of 


και σαφῶς ELPOIG TOV LWKPATH AV NSN καθισταμξνον εις LTOVOLAV TNS κοινώνιας 
The Ideas . For this “admiration in advance” is the expression of a mind that on the one hand , suspects 


TOV εἰδῶν. YAP τοῦτο θαυμασομαι εστιν Το διανοιας LEV LTOVOOLONS 
The Truth , but on the other hand , is not yet secure in Its possession , as it will indeed still be the case 


ταληθες, δε OLT@ τασφαλὲες EyOLONS , ως ye ETL 
when it has gone further in intent study of the question and can speak the tones of one who is already 


προελθὼν προς ατενισας το TPQYHA καὶ αφησει φώνην ηδη 
committed to the doctrine and one who has already seen the mode of mixture involved . 


επιβεβλήκοτος TH δογματι EWPAKOTOG TOV τροπον TNS HIGEMS . 
Such then on the one hand, is the way of our arguments . But on the other hand , 
τοιοῦτος δῇ μεν Οτροπος τῶν λογῶν: δὲ 
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at this point , we must consider what , this One and this Many happen to be , and in what way They have 


EVTALOA ἡμῖν ELLOKENTEOV TL τοῦτο TO EV καὶ TO πλῆθος YEVOLEVOIS , καὶ οπῶς EXEL 

to be related both to Each-other and to The Genera mentioned previously . And we should take notice that 
προς TE QAANAG , καὶπρος τὰ γενῇ ειρημᾶένα : και ρήῆτεον οτι 

each of us individuals is both one and many ; or on the one hand , one in essential-being , yet many 

EKQOTOG ἡμῶν TOV ατομῶν EOTL και εν καὶ πλῆθος, ἢ μὲν EV τηοῦσια, δε πληθος 

in potential abilities , or first , one in subsistence , and then many in possible results , or on the one hand , 
δῦναμεσι, TN μὲν EVTMO ὑποκξβιμενῶ, δὲ πληθος τοις συμβεβηκοσι, ἡ LEV 

one , 85 a whole , but then , many in its parts , or on the one hand, one according to its form , but on 


EV τῷ OAW, dE πλῆθος τοις μερεσι, ἢ μὲν εν κατὰ το ξιδος, 
the other hand , many according to Its matter . For it is possible to conceive of both our unity and our 


δε πλῆθος = KATATHVLANV. γαρδύνατον επινοεῖιν TE ἡμῖν τὴν δνῶσιν και 
plurality in a number of ways , and in every case , unity is seen to be superior to plurality ; 
to TMANV0g Πολλαχὼς, πολλαχοῦ τῆς EVMOEMS ορώμδνης κατα TO KPELTTOV TOD πληθους: 
for the whole is superior to the parts , and the form to the matter , the subsistence to the potential-results , 


γὰρ TO OAOV KPELTTOV TOV μερῶν,καὶ TO ELOOG τῆς LANG, KAL TO VTOKELLLEVOV TOV συμβεβήηκοτων, 
and The Essential-Being to the innate-potencies . Therefore , each of us is both one and many ; but it is 


και YT οὐσια τῶν δυναμξεῶν. OLV EKAOTOS ἡμῶν Εστιν Kat EV καὶ πληθος : αλλα 
clear , that it is by virtue of our likeness to The All that this characteristic belongs to each individual 


SNAOV OTL κατα THVOMOLOTHTA TPOGTOTAV τοῦτο τὴν DLMAPYXEL τοις ατομοις 

and to the parts they contain . For long before us This Very Great Kosmos Is , One and Many . On the one 
καὶ μερικοις ALT EV : YAP TOAAW TPOTEPOV OVTOG O παμμξγας O κοσμος EOTI εἰς καὶ πολὺς : HEV 
hand , It is Many not only by its physical immensity (and first , by This All , Containing such contrasts 
762 πολὺς οὐ HOVOV κατα TO GMLATLKOV (και HEV KATA τοῦτο EXOV τοσαύτην εξαλλαγην 
as such between The Eternal to the perishable ΤῊΘ Immaterial to the material ,The Self-Perpetuating Life 
οσὴῆν yap το aldov προς TO φθαρτον, καὶ TO ADAOV προς TO EVLVAOV , καὶ TO ADTOCMOV 

to that which is lifeless by its native constitution ) , but also in The Incorporeal Lives It Contains , 


προς TO ACWOV απο τῆς OLKELAG συστάσεως), AAA καὶ KATA TAG ἀσώματους CWA ALT EV : 
for there are Gods in It , and Spirits , men , animals , and plants , and the phenomena dependant upon 
yap θεοι ev avt@, δαιῖιμονες, ἀνθρῶποι, ζῶα, φῦτα, καὶ TOL φαινομβναὰα προς 

the variety of The Kosmically-Arranged Life . But on the other hand , The Kosmos is again in turn One , 


O ποικιλος τῆς διακοσμος CwNs: δε O κοσμος παλιν αὖ εἰς 
because of The Harmony of its physical arrangement , through the mutual-sympathy of its natural 
δια τὴν αἀρμονιαν τὴν σωματικὴν, δια τὴν συμπαθειαᾶν τὴν φυσ- 
processes , and through The Provision of The Singular Life , emanating from The Soul of The Whole , 
Kn , δια τὴν χορήγιᾶν τῆς μιᾶς Cons απο τῆς ψυχης τῆς ολῆς, 
and through The Singular Intellectual Bond-Holding-It-Together . Because out of All These Causes , 


δια τὸν EVQ νοερον σύνδεσμον : γὰρ ATO παντῶν TOLTWV 
The Singular Unified-Breath of Them All , also exists The Singular Life and The Singular Indissoluble 


μια συμπνοια τοῦ MAVTOG καὶ EOTL μια Con και μια αλῦυτος 
Kosmic-Arrangement , brought into Being , by Intellect . From where then , has This Kosmos such a 


SLAKOOLN OIG γενομξνη ato νοῦ. ποθεν dn ovv οὔτος ο κοσμος τοι-- 
Character ? 1 mean, so as to be both One and Many ? Does It not come from The God who Fashioned 
—ODTOG AEYO , εις καὶ πολὺς; ap’ OovK ano TOV θεοῦ δημιουργησαντος 
and Arranged-It-According-to-The-Laws-of-Harmony ? Then , from What Sources did He Fashion It , 


και QUTOV OPLOOAVTOG ; δὲ Tlo8ev EKELVOG , 
or from What Sources did He Provide It with both Its Unity and Its Multiplicity ? Was it not from His 
y ποθεν SESMKEV αὐτῷ και τὴν ενῶσιν καὶ το πληθος ; ap’ οὐκ απο 
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Own Essential-Being ? Indeed, it is also necessary to say this , and it has to be in this way ! For He 
τῆς OlKElac οὐσιας; Η και αναγκη OAVOL τοῦτο, καὶ EYOV εστιν OLTMS : γὰρ αὐτῷ 
Creates By His Very Own Being . But The One Who Creates By His Very Being , Creates and Bestows 
δημιοῦργει τῷ ειναι : δὲ το TMOUEL τῷ αὐτῷ διναι ποιοὺν και διδῶσιν 
This Character which He Created which He Possesses , This Character which Exists in Himself , or rather 
τοῦτο τῷ ποιοῦμεν ὁ EXEL τοῦτο Ο στιν EV αὑτῷ, δὲ μαλλον 
This Character which Exists in Himself , Primarily . If then , The Demiurgic Intellect has established 
O §0TIVEV αὐτῶ πρώτως. Εἰοὺν ο δημιούργικος νοὺς ὑπεστήησε 
The Kosmos as One and Many , The Plurality and The Unity would be in Him ; and just as The Kosmos 
TOV κοσμον EVA καὶ πολῦν, TOTANBOG καὶ TO EV GAVEL EV AVTM : καὶ ὥσπερ O κοσμος 
is not a unity here , and a plurality there , but is Wholly both a Unity , and at the same time , a Plurality 
EOTL ODYLELG TH MEV, πολὺς TH OE, GAA’? ολος και EIC και αἀμαὰ πολὺς 
throughout Its Whole Being (for whatever part of It you take , It will also Partake of Unity and Plurality) , 
δι᾽ ολου (γαρ ο τι αν λάβοις, και μετεχον καὶ ενος και πληθους) 
then in the same way The Demiurgic Intellect is both One and Many throughout The Whole of Itself ; for 
dy] OLTMO KAL O δημιούργικος VOUG EOTL καὶ εἰς και πολὺς καθ᾽ ολον ξεαῦτον :γαρ 
Its Plurality is also wholly Uniform , and Its Oneness Multiple , and there is nothing you can take of Itself 
αὐτου TO πληθος EOTL και παν EVOELOEG, καὶ TO EV πεπληθύσμενον.καὶι ἐστιν οὐδεν λαβειν αὐτου 
which is not both One and Many . Surely then , Each of The Ideas , is both Unified and a Multiple . And 
O ἔστι μὴ καὶ εν και πλῆθος. γοῦν Ekaotov τῶν ElOM@V EOTL καὶ NVOTAL καὶ πολλα : KO 
besides it was not possible , that That Intellect should be solely ἃ Plurality ; for it would not be One 
αλλὼς NV οὐ δυνατον EKELVOV TOV νοῦν εἰναι HOVOV TOAAG: YAP ἂν οὐ NV ElC 
nor Indivisible , nor would it be possible for there to be a multiplicity that is not One , nor yet only One ; 
οὐδε AUEPLOTOG , οὐδε oS EOTL TANVOG μη εν, οὔτε μονον EV 
for then it would not be ἃ Demiurge , nor an Intellect at all , but it would lie beyond that order of Being . 
yap αν οὐ NV δημιούργος, οὐδ’ vovG OAWG , AAA’ EMEKELVa ταυτης TNS TACEWS. 
Thus , on the one hand , from these considerations it is clear that there is The One and Plurality There . 
763 AAD’ LEV δια τουτῶν δηλον OTL εστιν TOEV καιτο πληθος εκει: 
But on the other hand , what is it that we must inquire into next ? Thus , in the first place , The One There 
δε τινα EOTLV ἡμῖν σκεπτεον EENG. οὖν Το μὲν δν 
must not be understood as The Primary One ; for That One is Transcendent over all Beings ; for That One 
ovts λήπτεον TO πρῶτῶς EV: YAP EOTL ECNPNHEVOV TAVTOV : γὰρ EKELVO TO EV 
is neither Genus nor Idea/Species; for a Genus is also a Genus of something , but That One is relative to 
EOTLOD γξνος ἢ ειδος : γὰρ το YEVOG ἔστι TE γενος τινος, O& §KELVO 
nothing ; and The Idea/Genera/Species is in every way Essential-Being and Multiple and Secondary to Its 
ODOEVOG : καὶ TO ειδος TOVTOG OLOLO καὶ πληθος καὶ SEvTEPOV TOD 
Genus , but That One is Super-Essential , Above all Plurality, and second to nothing at all . Nor is it 
yevouc, δὲ ξεκξινο ὕπερ OVOLAV , ὑπερ παν πλῆθος, δεύτερον OVSEVOG ολῶς: οὔτε 
in turn “The Divine Character of Intellect” , by which Intellect is both Father and Maker οἵ Wholes ; for 
av τὴν θεοτήτα  tTovvov, καθ’ ἣν εστι καὶ πατήρ και δημίουργος τῶν OAWV : γὰρ 
This Divinity cannot partake of plurality ; because It is indeed The Producer of All The Plurality in Itself , 
ταῦτην δύνατον οὐδὲ HETEYELV πληθοὺς : γοῦν EOTL YEVVITOKOG TAVTOG TOL πληθοὺς EV ALTO, 
and so it is not Lawful that what is being generated should be participated in by its Generator . But neither 


δὲ EOTL οὐκ θεμις το γεννηθεν γιγνεσθαι μεθεκτὸον τῷ γεννῶντι. AAA’ οὐδὲ 
can we take This to be The One , which Is as it were The Whole of The Ideas . For again we seriously 
ANRTEOV τοῦτο TOEV οεστιν οἷον ολοτῆς τῶν ειδῶὼν : yap παλιν Ext βραχὺ 


restrict Its power when we speak in this way ; for on the one hand , This One and Many are also The Full 
ODOTEAAOLEV αὐτοῦ τὴν δύναμιν AEYOVTEG OLVTM@ : YAP HEV τοῦτο EV καὶ πληθος EOTL καὶ TO OAOV 
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Complement of The Ideas , but still this character does not embrace The Whole Nature of The Demiurge . 
πληρῶμα τῶν ELOWV, CAA’ τοῦτο EOTL OV ETL EKTELVOMEVOV TO πασαν τὴν φυσιν TOD δημιουργου. 
Therefore , The One must be said to be That Character , which is The Wholeness of The Entire 
τοιῖνῦν το ὃν ρήτεον Εκεινο, ο ξεστιν ολοτῆης παντος 
Demiurgic Intellect ; that to which the theologian is looking , when he says , “One came to be”. For 
tov δημιουργικοὺ νοῦ : εις O οθεολογος aTOPAETOV , φησιν, Εν eyeveto : yap 
The Demiurgic Intellect Itself , Contains All Beings Intellectually ; for It is a Single Intellect Embracing 
και QDVTOG EXEL παντὰα VOEPMG, καιξστιν εἰς VOUG TEPLANTTUKOG 
Many Intellects , and a Kosmos which is a Monad of Intellectually Self-Perfected Intellects . For not only 
πολλῶν νοῶν καὶ κοσμος μονας νοερῶς αὑὐτοτελὼῶν νοῶν :γαρ οὐ μονον 
is The Whole of The Ideas in It , but also Many Others , just as the theologians have taught us . 
ῃ OAOTHS τῶν LOEMV EV αὐτῷ, GAAG καὶ πολλαι αλλαι, καθαπερ οι θεολογοι παραδεδώκασι. 
Therefore , we must call That Single Wholeness , The Unity that Pervades through All , in order that 
ObV προσρήτεον τὴν Lav Τὴν CAOTHTA τὴν δναδα διηκοῦσαν δια πασῶν, ινὰ 
we also guard Its Character as Truly-Essential-Being (for The Whole is Essential-Being) ; but on the 
καὶ φυλαξωμεν ALTIG TO οὐσιῶδες (YAP το ολον EOTL οὐσια ): δε 
other hand , in turn The Plurality are the more specific ranks of Beings which are Comprehended by This 
av το πληθος TE TAG HEPIKM@TEPASG ταξεις Ql TMEPLEYOVTAL LTO LEV 
Wholeness , for there are none of Them which appear without a share in This Whole ; for anyone of all 
τῆς OAOTHTOG , YAP οὐδὲν αὐτῶν O επιδεικνῦται ἀμετοχον TODOAOD: YAP OTIMEP παν 
of Them that you might take , participates in The Whole and in Its Intellectual Character , if you wish 
αὐτῶν αν λαβοις μξετεχει TODOAOD καὶ τῆς voEspacg ιδιοτητος, εἰ βουλδι 
to say so . These (Unity and Plurality) are the most Generic of all Beings whatsoever , in as much as it is 
764 λεγειν : ταῦτα εστι γενικώτατα παντῶν τῶν οντῶν οπῶσουν, ἢ 
also through Them that The Demiurgic Intellect Himself is The Cause of All Ideas . Thus, if in the 
καὶ ο δημιούργικος νοὺς αὑτος αἴτιος ἀπαντῶν τῶν εἰδῶν. δὲ Et Ev 
Sophist [252-254] , Being is called The Greatest Genus of All , we should not be surprised ; for 
Σοφιστη TOD OVTOG MPOELPTKEV τὰ LEYLOTA YEVN TAVTA, οὐ θαυμαστον: yap 
he was searching for The Greatest of The Many Genera and Ideas in The Demiurge ; but This One and 
ἐπεζήτει TO UEYLOTOA τῶν πολλῶν γενῶν καὶ ELOWV EV τῶ δημιούργῶ : SE τοῦτο TO EV και 
Many are not in Intellect , they Are Intellect Itself . For One is Its Wholeness , and The Indivisible 
TO πληθος εστιν οὐκ EV THO VO, AAA’O νοὺς ALTOG: YAP EV EOTL αὑτοῦ ἡ ολοτῆς, καὶ TO ASLAKPITOV 
Idea by which It Foresees for Its Own Proper Care , but Multiple is Its many Characteristics and Its 
ειδος καθο TPOVOELTAL τῶν οἰκειῶν, d€ πλῆθος ταπολλα ιδιώματα KOI αἱ 
particular Wholenesses ; and because of this each of The Demiurgic Ideas is One and Multiple , just as 
μερικαι OAOTHTEG: καὶ διο EKAOTOV TOV δημιουργικῶν εἰδῶν EOTLV EV καὶ πληθος ὥσπερ 
The Entire Demiurgic Intellect . And it is for this reason that This One is The Idea/Form that Unifies both 


o mac δημιούργικος vouc. Και εστι διὰ μὲν τοῦτο TO EV ειδος EVOTLOLOV TE 
The Whole and Its Various Ideas/Forms in It , and Its Multiplicity is One , prior to everything else , 
TOD OAOD και TOV παντοιῶν ELOWV EV αὐτῶ. TE TO πλῆθος δν προ TOVTOV , 
in virtue of which Intellect , as a Whole , has been made Many ; and in virtue of which Each-One of The 
καθο O VOUG ολος πεπληθυται : και EKQAOTOV τῶν 
Intellectual Ideas is Many , in-Itself , so that These (One and Many) are The Most Generic of The Genera, 
νοερῶν εἰδῶν EOTLV TOAAG καθ αὐτο, MOT’ ταῦτα ElVOL γενικῶτατα τωνγενῶν, 


The Source from which Each Idea is both One and Many . Being fundamentally analogous to The 
ὑπάρχει Ah’ WV EKAOTOIC ELVAL καὶ EVL και πολλοις. ὑποστάασεσι AVAAOYOV προς TO 

Primary Limit and The Primary Unlimited . And because That which Unifies Plurality is Limit , 

πρῶτον TO περας καὶ τὴν MPOTLOTNHV AMELPLAV : καὶ YAP TO EVOTOLOV TOD πληθουὺυς EOTIV περας, 
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but the converse is not the case . For what if it makes an infinite in magnitude or in power ? Then if 
αλλ’ αναπαλιν οὐκ. yap Τιὶ εἰ noel ἀπειρον κατὰ HEyEBOG ἡ κατα δύναμιν ; APO EL 
anything that pluralizes , as such , makes for the unlimited ; but not every factor making for the unlimited 
Ti πληθοποιον, καθο τοιοῦτον, EOTLV ATELPOTOLOV, SE OD παν απειροποῖον 
is a pluralizing factor . Then if Plato , as we said , in the Sophist did not remember These (One/Many) 
TANVOTOLOV . de Εἰ , OG EOALEV , EV LOOLOTN οὐκ εμνημονξεῦσεν τουτῶν 
among The Greatest Genera , what is there surprising in this ? For may it not be , that since Multitude 
EV τοῖς μεγιστοις YEVEOL, τι θαῦμαστον ; yap Mn ποτὲ, δπειδὴ πληθος 
and Unity exist not only in The Realm of Essential-Being , but also in The Realm Beyond-Being , 
καὶ EV ἔστιν οὐ HOVOV οὐσιῶδες . AAG καὶ ὑπερ ODOLAV , 
whereas The Same and The Other belong among Essential-Beings , when he was dealing with 
δὲ ταῦτον καὶ ἕτερον EV OLOLAIC , προχξιριζομενος 
The Genera of Being he duly remembered These (The Same/The Other) as rightly being in Them , 
YEVN TOD OVTOG HEV ELKOTHS HVNUNS ταῦτα NELWOE EV EKELVOIC , 
but on the other hand , he kept quiet about The Cause that Unifies Pluralities and The Cause that 
δὲ σεσιωπηκε(σιώποαῶ) τὴν EVOTOLOV τῶν πεπληθυσμδνῶν καὶ τὴν 
Pluralizes Unities , surely because in that passage , he had also posited Being as The Greatest and 
TANVOTOLOV TOV NV@LEVOV , δη SLOTL EKEL και ETLOETO TO OV LEYLOTOV και 
Most Sovereign of The Genera ; for The Same and The Other are appropriate to This (Being) ; 
αἀρχήγικον τῶν γενῶν : YAP TO TAVTOV καὶ ETEPOV οἰκεῖον = TOLTO : 


Stranger: 38 And certainly one of these must indeed be the case ; either (1) everything 
252e Και μὴν EVTOLOTOV AVAYKALOV YE τι, n παντα 
will mingle together , or (2) nothing will , or (3) some will , but others will not . 
συμμιγνυσθαι ἢ μηδεν ἢ Ta μὲν εθελειν, τα dE μη. 

Theatetus: How could this not be the case ὃ (Πῶς yap ov ;) 
St: And certainly two of them were indeed found to be impossible . 

Και μὴν ὄδῦυο Ta γε evpn8n αδυνατον. 
Th: Yes . (Nat.) 
St: Accordingly then , all who wish to answer correctly , will take up the remaining one 

apa Ilacg οβούλομενος ἀποκρινεσθαι ορθὼς θησει το λοιπον 
of the three possibilities . 
τῶν τριῶν . 
Th: Precisely So . (Κομιδη μεν ovv .) 
St: Surely then , since some things will do this , while others will not , they are in much the same 
én Ots ta μὲν εθελει Spav τοῦτο, TA δ᾽’ ov, ave oyedov 
condition as the letters (of the alphabet) . And since some of these do not harmonize with one another , 
253 πεπονθοτ OLOV TOA γράαμματα. και YAP TO μὲν EKELV@V AVAPHOOTEL προς AAANAG 
in some way , while others do harmonize . 
που . τὰ δὲ ξυναρμοττει. 

Th: How could it not be so ὃ (Πὼς 8’ ov ;) 
St: Thus , the vowels run through all of the other letters in a greater degree just as if it were a bond , 

dé TA φώνηεντα KEYWPNKEV δια TAVTOV TOV AAAWV SLADEPOVTAS οιον δεσμος, 
so that without one of the vowels , the other letters cannot be harmonized one to the other . 
ὥστε QVED τινος αὑτῶν τῶν αλλῶν QPHOTTELV ETEPOV καιξετερω. 
Th: Very much so indeed . (Και μαλα γε .) 
St: Therefore , does everyone know which letters can conjoin with which others , or 

οῦν Πας oldsv οποιὰα δυνατα KOLVWVELV οποῖοις, ἢ 
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does the one who is to know them in a sufficient way have need of an Art ? 
dSpav τῷ WEAAOVTL αὕτα ικανὼς δει τεχνῆης ; 
Th: They have the need of an Art . (Τεχνης .) 
St: What Art ; (Ποιας ;) 
Th: The Art of Grammar . (Τῆς γραμματικῆς .) 
St: What follows then ? Is it not also the case in regards to high and low sounds ? On the one hand , 
253b 7Τι δε; ap’ οὐχ OLVTWS περι τῶν οἕεῶν καὶ βαρεῶν φθογγους ; μεν 
is the one who has the Art musical , by recognizing which sounds mingle together and which do not , 
O EXOMV τεχνὴν μουσικος γιγνώσκειν τοὺς συγκεραννυμδνοῦυς TEKOL UN, 
while on the other hand , the one who does not understand this , is unmusical ? 
δὲ ο μη ξυνιεις αμοῦσος ; 
Th: It is 50. (Ovut@s .) 


St: And we shall surely find other similar conditions in the other Arts and in those that lack Art . 
Και dn ευρησομεν etepa τοιαῦτα τῶν AAAWV τεχνῶν και ατεχνιῶν. 
Th: How could it not be so ὃ (Πὼς 8’ ov ;) 
St: What follows then ? Since we have agreed that The Genera also have to mix with One-another 
Ti δ᾽; ἐπειδὴ OMOAOYNKALEV τὰ γενῆ καὶ EXELV μιχεῶς προς AAANAG 
in the same way (Some do & Some do not) , must not one posses some knowledge in order to proceed 
KOTO ταῦτα QVAYKALOV AP οὐ HET’ τινος ENLOTHENS πορεῦεσθαι 
by the processes of Reason who is to Correctly show which of The Genera harmonize with which , and 
δια τῶν λογῶν τον HEAAOVTA ορθῶς SELEELV TOLA τῶν γενῶν συμφῶνει TOLOUG , καὶ 
which Ones do not accept One-another ? And then again , if there are some Genera extending through All, 
253c mova ov deyetat GAANAM ; καὶ ON καὶ δὶ EOTIV. GATT’ AUT’ ODVEXOVT’ , 
so that They are able to Join-together , and in turn , in Their Separation , if there are Other Whole Causes 
MOTE ELVAL SLVATA συμμιγνυσθαι, καὶ παλιν EV ταῖς SLALLPEOEOLY , El ETEPA OAV αἴτια 
of Their Separation ? 
dU της διαιρεσεῶς ; 
Th: For how could they not need knowledge , and perhaps indeed , nearly The Greatest of Knowledges . 
yap Πῶς οὐκ δει επιστημης καὶ 1LOMC γε oyedov τῆς μεγιστης: 
St: 39 Therefore in turn , what Name shall we give , O Theatetus , to This Knowledge ? Or by Zeus , 
οῦν av Τιν προσεροῦμεν ,@ Osaitnte , ταῦτην 3 1 προς Atoc 
have we stumbled upon The Knowledge that belongs to a Free-people , without noticing it , and perhaps 
εμπεσοντες εις τὴν ENLOTHUNV τῶν ἐλευθερῶν, ελαθομὲεν., καὶ κινδυνεύομεν 
we found The Philosopher beforehand , while searching for the sophist ? 
ανηυρήκεναι TOV φιλοσοφον TPOTEPOV , ζητοῦντες TOV GOOLOTHV ; 
Th: What do you mean ? (IIc λέγεις ;) 
St: Shall we not say that The Division/Separation of Genera and the avoidance of being led to believe 
253d μῶν ov φησομεν To διαιρεισθαι κατα γενῆ και μητε ἡγήσασθαι 
that The Same Idea is another , nor that another is The Same , belongs to The Knowledge of Dialectics ? 
ταῦτον ELO0G ETEPOV μῆτε ETEPOVOV ταῦτον δῖναι τῆς δπιστημῆς διαλεκτικῆς ; 
Th: Yes , we shall say 50. (Na, φησομεν.) 
St: Is it not the case then , that the one who is indeed able to do this , has a clear perception of One Idea , 
Οὐκοῦν ο γε δῦνατος SPAV τοῦτο UkAvac διαισθανεται μιαν LOEQV 
Orderly-extended in every way , throughout Many Ideas , Each One lying apart , and sufficiently 
διατεταμενην TOVTN δια TOAAMV ξβκαστοὺ EVOG κειμδνοὺ χώρις, και 
perceiving Many Ideas differing from One-another , Being-Comprehended under One Idea from Outside , 
πολλας ετερας OAANA@V περιεχομενας LTO μιας εξωθεν 
51 








and again , have ἃ clear perception , of One Idea Diffused Throughout Many Wholes in One Union , 








καὶ αὖ μιαν δι᾽ TOAA@V ολῶν EV EVL ξυνημμενην, 
and have a clear perception , of Many Distinct Ideas Set-apart in every way . This then it is To Know , 
253e και πολλας διωρισμενας χῶρις παντῆη :τοῦτο δ᾽ εστιν επιστασθαι, 
in as much as One is Able to Distinguish according to Genus , in what way , Each One , can or cannot 
ῃ διακρινεῖν κατὰ γενος, ony EKQAOTA δυναταῖ TE καὶ μη 
Communicate . 
κοινῶνειν 


Th: Entirely 50. (Πανταπασι μεν ovv .) 
St: But you will certainly indeed , as it appears to me , not grant The Art of Dialectics to any one , 


AAAa μὴν γε , ὡς εγῶμαι , οὐκ δῶσεις To διαλξκτικον GAAw 
except to The One Who Philosophizes in a Pure and Just Way . 
πλὴν T φιλοσοφουντι καθαρῶς TE και δικαιῶς. 


Th: For how could it be granted to anyone else ; (yap Πὼς αν δοιη τις GAA ;) 

St: Surely then , on the one hand, we shall find The Philosopher , both now and hereafter , in some 
én μεν AVEVPNOOLEV Tov φιλοσοφον καὶ νὺν καὶ ἐπειτὰ EV τινι 

Place like This , if we look ; since it is also difficult to clearly see This Place , but the difficulty is 

254 TONW TOLOVTM , EAV ζητῶμεν, μὲν καὶ YAAETOV ἐναργῶς ELV τοῦτον, χαλεποτης 

certainly different in his case , and in that of the sophist . 

μὴν ETEPOV ἡ TE τοῦτου τροπον ἢ TE τοὺ GOMLOTOD . 

Th: How ? (Πως ;) 

St: On the one hand , the sophist runs-away into the darkness of not-being , feeling his way in it by habit , 
μεν O αποδιδρασκῶν εἰς τὴν OKOTELVOTITA τοῦ μὴ OVTOG , TPOOANMTOLEVOS αὐτῆς THIBN , 

and will thus be difficult to observe , on account of the darkness of the place . Or for what reason ? 

YOAETOS KATAVOTNOAL δια TO OKOTELVOV TOD TOTOL: ἢ γὰρ : 
Th: It is reasonable (Εοικεν.) 
St: But on the other hand , The Philosopher Indeed , by always devoting himself through Reasoned- 


δε Ο φιλοσοφος γε, QEL προσκξιμᾶνος δια λογισμῶν 
Argumentation to The Idea of Being , is in turn , not in any way , easy to catch sight οἵ, on account of 
τη 1OEM TOL OVTOG , av οὐδαμῶς εὐπετῆς οφθηναι δια 


The Brilliant Light of The Place . For the eyes of the soul of the many , are unable to endure 
2540 To λαμπρον της χώρας : YAP τῆς ομματα ψυχῆς TOV TOAA@V ASLVATA προς καρτερεῖν 
The Sight of The Divine . 


TO αφορῶντα θειον. 
Th: And in the same way , these statements have to be no less reasonable than those . 


Και οὔτως ταῦτα EXELV οὐχ ῆττον ELKOG EKELVOV. 
St: Is it not also the case then , that presently on the one hand , we will be able to make a more clear 


kat Οὐκοῦν TAY Lev σαφεστερον 
investigation concerning this subject , if we still care to do so indeed , but on the other hand , concerning 


επισκεψομεθα περι τούτου , AV ἡμῖν ETL βουλομενοις 1, δὲ περι 
the sophist , it is somehow clear that we must not dismiss him ,until we have a sufficient view of him . 


TOD σοφιστοῦ που δηλον ὡς οὐκ QVETEOV , πριν ανικανὼς θεασώμεθα avTOV . 
Th: You speak correctly . (ειπες Karas .) 


yet certainly not to Absolute/Simple Unity and Plurality , whose Underlying Reality was Prior to Being . 


765 μεντοι ov ONAMG TOEV καὶ TO TANVOG, ὧν LMOOTAOCIG NV TPO TOV OVTOG. 
And at any rate , of all the problems that Plato raises in those passages , and all the problems he explains 
καὶ γοῦν Tlavta οσὰ διηπορῆσεν EV EKELVOIG , και ood εξηπορήησεν 
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in the context of Being , each record receives the appropriate treatment to Being , whether extended or 


ὡς διατριβῶν περι TO ον, EKAOTA μνημῆς ETLYEV τῆς TPOONKOLONGTMOVTL, πλξιονος ἢ 
brief .Thus , if you inquire in what way these Ideas , I mean The One and Plurality, differ from The Same 


ελασσονος. δε Ει σκοποιῆς ony ταῦτα λὲεγὼ δνκαιπλήηθος, διεστηκξ ταῦτου 
and The Other, you will find that The Former Beings belong among The Beings that Exist n-Themselves, 
καὶ ETEPOD, δυρήσεις τὰ μὲν OVTO τῶν καθ’ αὐτο, 
while The Latter Beings belong among beings that are in every way relative to something . For neither 


ta δὲ OVTO TOV παντῶς προς τι: Yap οὔτε 
The One nor Plurality is called such , relatively to another of The Supreme Beings ; whereas The Same 


and το Ev οὔτε TA MOAAG δλξγεται προς τιαλλο τῶν οντῶν, δὲ ταῦτον 
and The Other , whether said In-Themselves or in-something-else , are used relatively , never Absolutely ; 


καὶ ETEPOV καν λέγηται EVEALT® καν OAL AEYETAL TPOG TL, καὶ OLY παντῶς 
according to Itself .For this reason The One and Plurality are by nature Prior to The Same and The Other , 
ὡς καθ᾽ Eavto: διο TO EV καὶ TO πλῆθος TH φυσει προτερα ταῦτον καὶ ETEPOD 

in the same way as Absolute Terms naturally precede relative terms . Thus it is reasonable that The One 


TOV τοῦτον TPOTOV OV καθ’ ALTO TA KATA φύσιν TPONYEITAL προς TL T@V . de Εοικε TO ὃν 
and Plurality in these passages , in both The Demiurgic Intellect and in each of The Ideas , are being 


καὶ τὸ πληθος EV TOLTOIG , EVTE TM δημιουργικῶ VO καὶ ὃν EKXAOTH TOV ειδῶν, 
Contemplated/Beheld , as depending in turn upon The Limit and The Unlimited as Their Primary Causes ; 


θεωροῦυμενῶν ,εὠς ἡρτῆσθαι παλιν AT TOD περας καὶ τῆς ἀαπειριᾶς πρωτούυργῶν αἰτιῶν: 
for The Limit Unifies , but The Unlimited Fundamentally-Provides The Plurality in Each One. Thus , 


YAP TO περας EVOTOLOV , SE ἡ απειρια υφιστησιν τοπλήθος EV εκαστῶ. δὲ 
one should not grasp The Super-Essential One , but That One on The Level of Being , such as The Whole 


χρή ov AauBavetv To ὑπεροῦσιον εν ,αλλα OTL TO οὐσιῶδες οἷον TO OAOV 
and The Entirety of Intellect. And this is what Plato intends by saying “But if anyone demonstrates that , 
καὶ TO παντελες TOD νοῦ, και ollAat@v δηλοι eim@v, αλλ ει αποδειξεξι 

That which is One , This Itself is many” . For he seeks to demonstrate about This One ; if It partakes 


O €0TIVEV τοῦτο ALTO TOAAG. yap ζητει ἀαποδειχθηναι Τοῦτο το ὃν μξετεχον 
of Plurality , and is That to which we connect the verb is , but not That which is Superior to Being . 
πληθοὺς και ῶ TPOGAYOMEV τοεστι, AAA’ οὐ το KPELTTOV τοὺ EOTL. 


Socrates: Likewise concerning all of the others : if on the one hand , one would show a subject worthy 
129c και ὡσαύτως περι ἀπαντῶν TOV AAA@V : EL LEV αἀποφαινοι, αξιον 
of admiration ; by showing that both Genera and Species Themselves undergo these opposite 


θαυμαζειν, TE τὰ YEVN και εἰδὴ AVTA πασχοντα ταῦτα ταναντια 
affections in Themselves . But if , on the other hand , someone demonstrates that I myself am 
παθὴ EV αὕὔτοις: δι δ᾽ τις ααποδειξεξι ELE OVTO 
both one and many , what would be wondrous about this ? And demonstrate this assertion , 
EV και πολλα, τι θαυμαστον, 
by saying , on the one hand , that when he wishes to assert that I am many , that the parts on 


AEYOV , LIEV οταν βούληται ἀαποφαῖινεῖν πολλα, ὡς μὲν TO ETL 
the right side of me are different , from those parts on the left , and the front parts , 


δεξια LOD EOTLV ετερα,, OE τὰ ETEPH ET APLOTEPA , καὶ μὲν τὰ προσθεν ETEPA , 
from the back parts , and in like manner , the upper from the lower parts ; for I think that 


dE TA οπισθεν ETEPA , καὶ ὡσαύτως OV® καὶ KOTO : yap οιμαι 

I participate of Plurality . But on the other hand , when he desires to show that I am one , 

129d μετεχὼ πληθους : δε οταν εν 
td 
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he should say that since there are seven of us , 1 8Π| one man and participate of The One , 

EPEL ὡς οντῶν ENTA ἡμῶν EYW ELL εις ἀνθρῶπος καὶ μετεχῶν TOD EVOG 
so that in this way he would demonstrate the truth of both these assertions . Thus , if anyone , 

MOTE αποφαῖινδι αληθη αμφοτερα. ODV βὰν τις 

should endeavor to show that stones and wood and such particulars , are both many and one , 

επιχειρη ATOdalvelv λιθοὺς καὶ ELAM καὶ TA τοιαῦτα, πολλα και EV, 
we should say that he exhibits to our view such things as are many and one , but that he does not 
QV φησομεν ADLTOV ANOSELKVOVAL ταῦτα τοιαῦτα πολλα καὶ EV, ου 
show that The One is many , nor the many , One ; nor speak of any thing wonderful , but 

TO EV πολλα οὐδε τὰ πολλα EV, οὐδὲ AEYELV TL θαύῦμαστον, AAA’ 

agrees to that which is affirmed by all . 
ομολογοιμὲν απερ παντες. 


In These passages he gives us ἃ general rule about The Communion of Ideas , by us rising above 
766 εντοῦτοις παραδιδοται KOLVOG KAV@V περι τῆς KOLVEVIASG TOV ELOOV , THOS AVATELVOV 
from sensibles and the intermixture of the contradictory genera and species in them , to 
ATO TOV αἰσθητῶν και τῆς συμπλοκῆς TOV AVTLKELLEVOV γενῶν TE καὶ ELOWV EV TOLTOIG ET’ 
The Preeminent/Supernatural and Intellectual Essential-Beings Themselves, by declaring on the one hand, 
τας υὑπερφυεις και VOEPAG οὐσιας αὐτας, O ATOPALVOMEVOG HEV 
that there is nothing surprising to observe among these divisible and extended works , if the same thing 
οὐδεν θαμαστον θεώρεισθαι τοις τοῦυτοις HEPLOTOLS και ASLAOTATOLG πραγμασιν, EL ταῦτον 
appears to be one and many , but on the other hand , by introducing us to The Unified and Indivisible 
SOKEL ELVAL EV και TOAAG , δὲ προσαγῶν ἡμὰς ETL τὴν ηἡνώμενην καὶ ἀμεριστον 
Substance and to the recognition of Eternal and Pure Ideas , which Exist According to Themselves , 
υποστασιν και τὴν KATAVOTOLV TOV CLOVIOV καὶ καθαρῶν εἰδῶν. α ἐστιν ALTA καθ’ αὐτὰ 
by having no need of a seat and receptacle , such as we require . For we see that perceptible things are 
καὶ ovde δειται EdpPpac καὶ ὑποδοξης, οποιας δεομεθα. οραται Τα αἰσθητὰ 
both one and many ; on the one hand, one in their Essence , Wholeness , Subsistence , and their Form ; 
καὶ EV και TOAAG : μεν εν τη ODOLA , τῇ OAOTNTL , TH VMOKELLEVO , τῷ ELOEL : 
but on the other hand , many in their unpredictability , their parts , their powers , their matter and 
δὲ πολλὰ τοις συμβεβήκοσι., τοις μερεσι, ταῖς δυναμεσι, TH LAN και 
simply , in all those respects from which we are accustomed to expose the partibility and plurality 
OTAWS , TOOL εξ ὧν εἰώθαμεν απελξγχειν το μεριστον καὶ πεπληθύσμενον 
of sensible things . Are these not those beings which have various shapes , and are separated by intervals 
TOV αἰσθητῶν: NTALTAOD ταῖς α καὶ ποικιλλεται σχεσεσι, καὶ OLLOTATAL τοις 
of space , and generally appear to have unity , while plurality dominates their whole reality . 
τοποις, καὶ OAMG PALVOLEVOV EXEL TO EV TOE πληθος ETLKPATOLV αὑτῶν TNS OANG ὑποστάσεως : 
For their nature is partible and enmattered . Thus on the one hand, it is not surprising , as Socrates says , 
YAP αὑτῶν ἡ MLOIG EOTL MEPLOTY KAL EVVAOG. AAA’ LEV Ov θαυμαστον και ὡς ο Σῶκρατῆς φησι, 
if the same thing is both one and many (in the realm of sense) , in one sense one , but in another many , 
ει TOODLTO EOTLKAL EV και πληθος , AAAMS HEV EV , AAAWS δε πληθος, 
but on the other hand , in The Intelligible Realm , it is surprising , if The Same Singular Being , partakes 
δὲ ET τῶν νοητῶν αὐτῶν θαύυμαστον ,ει TO ALTO εν LETEXEL 
of Plurality , and if That Plurality partakes of Unity , which is also something that Socrates suspects , but 
πλήθους, καὶ εἰ το πληθοὺς EVOG , α και μεν οΣώκρατῆς ὑπονοξι, SE 
would be surprised if it can be demonstrated. And from ourselves we have said in what way this suspicion 
θαυμαζει εἰ ἔστι αποδεικτα. Kot map’ ἡμῶν δειρηται οπῶς ἡ αὕτη ὑπονοια 
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of Socrates is sound ; for The Community of The Ideas does not come about in every way , but in the way 
TOL LOKPATOLG αληθες : YAP ἡ KOLVOVIA τῶν εἰδῶν οὐ YLYVETAL MAVTA TPOTOV , αλλα KATO 
Appropriate to Them ; but what this is , we have already said before . But let us return to the text , 

767 TOV προσήκοντα αὕὑτοις : SE τις OVTOG EOTLV, ELPNTAL TPOTEPOV. AAA’ EMAVITEOV ETL τὴν AEELV, 
and examine each of the underlying phrases . Now then, on the one hand, by saying , “concerning 


καὶ OEATEOV EKAOTOV TOV EKKELLEVOV ρηματῶν.. TOLVDV καὶ HEV TO εἰπεῖν περι 
all of the others”, he was clearly showing The Completely Ordered Arrangement of The Divine Ideas and 
TOVTOV , εδηλῶσε τὴν TOVTEAN διακοσμησιν τῶν θειῶὼν διδῶν και 


Their Unity and Sympathy with One-another ; but by adding “concerning all the others”, he is showing 
αὐτῶν τὴν EV@OW και τὴν OLETVOLAV: dé TO προσθειναῖι καὶ περι TOV AAA@V, ενεδειξατο 
The Distinctive and Unconfused Character of Their Plurality . But in turn through the words Genera and 
τὴν SIAKPLOLV KL TO GQovyyLoTOV avT@VTANB0c. de av Ata TOV γενῶν και 
Species he teaches us that Plurality There , contains both More-Simple and More-Whole Causes as well 
TOV εἰδῶν εδιδαξε NAG EKEL TE TAG AMAOVOTEPAG και OALKMTEPAG OLLTLAG καὶι 
as more-Particular and Those that are more-Composite Realities . For The More-Comprehensive and 
τας μερικώτερας καὶ οἷον ODVOETWTEPAG ὑποστάσεις. γὰρ TA περιληπτικῶώτερα και 
More-Uniform and More-Causal Ideas , he calls Genera . He is saying , “What are they then ? Surely not 
EVOELOEOTEPH καὶ CLITLWTEPA TO ELON TMPOGELPNKEV YEVY : φησι τινα αλλα, δή οὐχ 
such as those that are later-born , and are immanent in individual things .” For these latter , are images 
Old τὰ DOTEPOYEVN και TOIC Kae’ EV τὰ EKAOTA: γαρταῦτα εστιινδαλματα 
of The Former Ones , and the function of division is to behold primarily , The Intellectual Plurality of The 
TOUTOV «και ἡ διαιρετικήη θεαται πρῶτῶς TO νοερον πλῆθος τῶν 
Ideas and of The Genera , and The Order of Procession , and The Intellectual Series anong Them . 
ELOMV καὶ TOV γενῶν, καὶ τὴν TAELV TOV TPOOSOV , καὶ TAG νοερας τας σειρας EV EKELVOLC . 
Then by the phrase “in themselves” he is showing what kind of Communion he is seeking in The Ideas , 
de Ala τοῦ EV AVTOLG εδειξεν οποιᾶν  KOLV@VLOV ζήτει επι τῶν ELOM@V 
a Communion not acquired , nor existing in Them from any External Source , but from Their Very Own 
UN EXUCTHTOV, Unde ὑπαρχοῦσαν AvLTOIG E>M@VEV ποθεν, AAA’ ATO τῆς αὑτῶν 
Essential-Substance and Their Own Nature . And surely the antitheses which he takes up describing 
τῆς οὐσιας καὶ τῆς φυσεῶς. Kat μὴν dia τῶν αντιθεσεῶν ὧν παρελαβε EvedrnvEv 
the plurality of sensible things and their divisible character have sufficiently been refuted , I think . 
TO πλῆθος τῶν αἰσθητῶν καὶ αὑτῶν TO LEPLOTOV UKOVOS απελεγχῶν , OLLOL . 
For their relations/conditions are infinitely numerous , and by being (of all things) , the least substantial , 
yap a σχξσεις εισι ameipot ,και δια το HAALGTA ἀανουσιον 
they are carried to the limit of divisibility and infinity . Then what about the numbers which pertain to 
ὈὉποφερομεναι εἰς TO ἀαμερῖστον καὶ ἀαπειρον. dE Τι οι ἀαριθμοι ο 
both The Hexad and to The Heptad ? Are they brought in without a purpose ? Or because six was , 
TE τῆς ξξαδος καὶ OTHCGEMTASOG; apa παρεληφθησαν ματὴν ; H mpocn séac nv, 
on the one hand , appropriate for exhibiting plurality , because six is an even number and above all , 
HEV προσηκοῦσα τὴν EVOELELV τοῦ πληθους δια τοαρτιον καὶ OAWS 
a perfect number ; for a plurality that is to partake of The One must not be imperfect ; and because seven 
TO TEAELOV : YAP TO πλῆθος TO μελλον μεθεξειν TOD EVOG SEL οὐ Elva ατελες : SE προς ἡ ENTAG 
is appropriate for exhibiting The One ; for it is a monadic number , and the product of The Monad alone , 
τὴν TOD EVOG: YAP EOTL μοναδικη και γέγονος μονᾶαδος μονῆς, 
and odd numbers are generally on the side of The One ? And if you wish to mount up to The Gods 
καὶ TO TEPITTOV ἔστι OAWG προς τοὺ svoc. Kare βουλει avigsval en’ τοὺς θεοὺς 
analogously corresponding to these numbers , you will also see There , The Cause of The Communion 
και ἀνάλογον τοῖσδε τοις ἀριθμοις, και OWE EKEL TOQITLOV τῆς κοινῶώνιας 
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and Separation of The Ideas . For The Hexad is on the one hand , Sacred to Aphrodite , as the children 


768 τε και της SIAKPLOEMS τῶν εἰδῶν. yap H εἕας sotiv μὲν 1epa Αφροδιτης, παιδες 

of Pythagoras say . But The Heptad on the other hand , is Sacred to our Mistress Athena. Thus , 
Πυθαγορειῶὼν φασι: ἢ δπτας δὲ ἡμῶν τῆς δεσποινηῆς Αθηνας: de 

The One is The Leader from Plurality into Unity , while The Other Provides Communion in Plurality 

ἡ HEV EOTL AVAYMYOSG ATO TOV πληθους ElG EV , ἡ SE παρεχομένη KOLVOVIAV EV TO πλήθει 
for The Intelligibles and for all other beings . Now then, if you say that The Heptad of Athena is 


τοις VONTOIG τε καὶ πασιτοιςοῦσιν. τοινὺν Et Asyeig τὴν Entada τὴν Αθηναικὴν 
Unifying , while The Hexad of Aphrodite Safeguards Plurality along with Its Communion , you will find 


EVOTOLOV , OE τὴν εξαδα την AdpOdtOLAKNV OVAATTELV TO πληθος μετα τῆς KOLVOVLOG , ευρήσεις 
that each number is aptly introduced ,The One to demonstrate Plurality , The Other to demonstrate Unity . 


EKATEPOV OLKELOG παρειλήημμενην «τῆν LEV εις τὴν TOD πληθοὺς «τὴν SE την αποδειξιν της EVOOED. 
Now then in turn , “to show that stones and wood and such particulars , are both one and many” is a 
TOLWDV παλιν αποφαῖνεῖν TO λιθοὺς και ξυλα και TA τοιαῦτα εν καὶ πολλα 
marvelous way of showing in what way , how The One and plurality exist here , and that they are divided 
θαυμαστῶς EVSELKVLTAL OMG πῶς το εν και το πλῆθος ἐνταῦθα, καὶ OTL διηρημξνα 
from each other and are in need of something to bind them . For how is the form , which is one , 
an’ aAAnA@V και ὄδξομδνα τινος συνδεσμοῦ. yap lias to ειδος ον ὃν 
joined with matter ? Evidently through Nature ; for She is what brings them both together . But There 
ODVONTETAL TH VAN, SNAOV ὡς δια τῆς φύσεως : YAP αὐτή EOTL αμφοιν συναγῶγος, SE EKEL 
we have “The One-Many” and “The Many-One” without the addition of conjunction. For on the one 
TOEVTMOAAM καὶ TANOAAMEV ανξὺ προσθεσεῶς ODVSEGHOD. YAP μὲν 

hand , The Whole Intellect Itself , is One-Many ; but on the other hand indeed , The Many Particular 

0 ολος VOUS ALTOG EOTLEV πολλα, δὲ YE αι πολλαι μερικώτεραι 
Uniform Orders within It , are in turn not simply others alongside of It ; for All-Together-They-Form 


EVOELOEIG TAEELG EV αὐτῷ εἰσιν παλιν οὐκ ATAWS ETEPAL TAP ALTOV: YAP συμπληροῦσι 
Its Singular Wholeness . 


τὴν μιαν ολοτητα. 


Socrates: But if on the one hand , anyone should in the first place , 


de εαν μεν τις πρῶτον 
define The Ideas , of which I have just now been speaking , separating Them apart , 
διαιρηται Ta Eldy ,O εγὼ dy νῦν ξελεγον, χώρις 


1296 Themselves by Themselves , such as Likeness and Unlikeness and Plurality and Unity , 
avta καθ’ ALTA, οἷον OMOLOTNTO TE καὶ AVOMOLOTHTA καὶ πληθος καὶ TO EV 

and Rest and Motion and all such as These , and then show himself able to mix 

KQL OTAOLV και KLVTOLV και TMAVTA τὰ τοιαῦτα, ELTA αποφαινη δυναμενα συγκεραννυσθαι 

and separate Them apart In-Themselves , then I will be in awe , O Zeno , in ἃ wondrous manner . 


καὶ διακρίνεσθαι ταῦτα EV EAVTOIC , εγῶγε QV αγαϊμην,. ὦ Ζήνων, θαυμαστος. 


Socrates has run-up to the final hypothesis itself in regards to The Communion of Ideas 
0 Σώκρατης avadedpaunkev En’ τὴν τελεώτατὴν ὑποθεσιν αὑτην περι τῆς κοινώνιας τῶν ELOMV 
by saying that they all (separate) and combine . For The Presence of These Resources at the same time , 
ειπὼν παντα και συγκρινεσθαι : YAP ὑπαρχξιν ταῦτα πραγμασιν αμα, 
thus Provide both Unconfused Unity and Inseparable Distinctness to These Divine Beings , in order that 


769 de αμφὼ ασυγχῦτον EVMOLV TE KAL ASLAPETEOV διακρισιν τοις EKELVOIG θειοις, IVa 
while They are In-One-another , Each-One may indeed also Preserve Its Own Purity . Thus he admires 


και εν αλληλοις καὶ ἡ O@CN τὴν EALTO@V THV καθαροτητα. οὖν αγαται 
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the one who is able to show this : in what way The Intelligible Ideas can be both Unified and Distinct , 


Τοῦτον TOV SLUVALEVOV δειξαι τοῦτο, OMG TA VONTA TA ELON και NVM@TAL καὶ SLAKEKPITAL , 
and in what way They may neither lose Their Unmixed Purity through Their Union , nor Their Divine 


και OMG OVTE απολλῦσι τὴν αμῖκτον καθαροτητα δια τὴν EVWOOLV , οὔτε τὴν θειαν 
Communion through Their Separation , but They are both Distinct and Conjoined , at the same time , 


τὴν KOLVOVIAV δια τὴν OLAKPLOLV, GAAM KOL διακεκριται καὶ OLYKEKPITAL ALA 
by The Bond “of The Wondrous , Love” , who according to The Oracle : 


δεσμῷ αγήτου Epatoc KOTO to Λογιον: 


The Jointly-Bonding Fire 
συνδεσμιον πὺρ 
Which Sprang forth First , From The Source ; 
og ekOope πρῶτος Πῃηγαιοὺς 
Out of Intellect , Furiously burning with Fire , 


εκ νοοῦ Εσσαμενος πυρι 
Directing The Bloom of His Fire , in order to mix the mixing bowls . 
ἐπισχὼν aAvO0G EOD πυρος οφρα KEPAOA κρατηρας (Chald. Or. , Fr. 42) 


Therefore , it is This Co-mingling Joined to Distinctiveness that Socrates seeks to see among The Partless 


οῦν Ταύτην τὴν συγκρασιν μετα τῆς SLAKPLOEMS ο LMKPATNS ζητει ιτδεῖιν ETL τῶν ἀμερῶν 
and Intelligible Realities , and to this he invites the attention of these men , and admires 


καὶ νοητῶν υποστασεῶν, καὶ ETL TALTNV TPOKAAEITAL την DEMPLAV τοὺς AVSPES , καὶ AYATAL 
This Insight which Unites while at the same time Distinguishes The Intellectual Powers over sensibles , 


ταῦτην τὴν δνιζουσαν αμα SLAKPLVOLOQV τας νοερας δυναμεις τῶν αἰσθητῶν, 
and That Ideal Likeness and Unlikeness , The Plurality and Unity There , The Divine Rest and Motion . 
καὶ EKELVIV OMOLOTHTA καὶ AVOHOLOTHTA,TO πληθος καὶ TO EV EKEL,THV θειαν στασιν και κινησιν: 
For surely he has added these pairs , to the pairs previously mentioned , since Zeno had not only drawn 


γὰρ dn προσεθηκὲ ταῦτα TOIGODLYLYIAIG ειρημξναῖς : ξπει Oo ZNVMV οὐ LOVOV Kav 
from those , but also from those reckless and absurd consequences following from separating 


εξ EKELV@V, CAAA καὶ EK τῆς TOLUTOV AMNAEYYE τὴν ATOTIAV ἀκολουθιας TOV χωριζοντῶν 
the many from The One . For his endeavor had been made not only from Likeness and Unlikeness , 


τὰ πολλὰ TOD EVOG. YAP τῆν ETLYELPNOLV ETEMOINTO OV HOVOV EK TOD OLOLOD καὶ AVOLLOLOD , 
nor in turn , from only Unity and Plurality , but surely also from Rest and Motion . For 

οὐδὲ αὖ EK μονον TOD EVOG καὶ TOD πληθους, AAA NSN καὶ ATO OTADEMS καὶ KIVNOEMS . γὰρ 
he showed that if the many do not partake of The One , then the same thing is both at rest and in motion 


OMEPNVEV EL TATOAAM μη METEYOL TOD EVOG, Το QUTO και LOTAMEVOV καὶ KLVODHEVOV 

and in the same way . Thus all that is at rest is contained in one thing , and all that is in motion 

KOLKATA TO ALTO : παντοισταμενον EOTIV ὃν EVLTLVL, καὶ παν TO κινούμενον 

is departing from one place ; so that if the many do not partake of some Unity , they exist without rest ; 
ECLOTATAL τοῦ EVOG, MOTE ELTA πολλὰ μὴ μετεχοι τινος EVOG ἔστι QOTATOH 

and in turn , if they have in common this same character of not sharing in something , they will be in 


καὶ παλῖν ει ἔχοι κοινον τοῦτο ALTO TO μη μξτεχξιν τινος, EOTAL EV 
something (state/condition) ; and hence they will be in this respect unmoving . Accordingly then , the 


τινι : παλῖν ODV ταῦτη ακινητα: apa TO 
many are not altogether devoid of The One. In such on the one hand , was contained the argument of 


πολλα EOTAL οὐκ πάντη EPNLA TOL ενος. ἐνταῦθα τοιοῦτος HEV ο λογος 
Zeno , but on the other hand , it had already been sufficiently demonstrated to Socrates that these aspects 
710 Ζήνωνος AAA’ δε UcCaVO@G δεδειγμενὼν ο LOKPATNHS ὡς TOLTAV 
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must always partake of Unity , and is delighted that Zeno has left aside the demonstration that sensible 
SELV πανταχοῦ HETEXELV EVOOEWS , YOALPELV EACAVTA τὸ O€LKVOVAL TH TOE 
pluralities are not merely separated , but also united with one another , requests that he not show 

TOAAG LN HOVOV SINPNHEVA , αλλα και ηνώμενα AAANAOIC , AELOL ALTOV μη SEUCVDELV 
in what way the same thing is both moving and at rest in perceptibles , but that he change-over to 

OTLOG TO ALTO κίνειται καὶ EOTIKEV EV τοις αἰσθητοις, AAA μεταβαίνειν ETL 
The Intellectual Monads , and bring to light how They are also Unified and Partake of One-another . 
TAG νοερᾶς μοναδας, καὶ ATOPOIVELV OTMG EKELVALL καὶ NVOVTAL καὶ μετεχουσιν AAANAOY . 
For on the one hand , it has been sufficiently shown , that the pluralities in this realm partake of certain 
yap LEV UAVO@SG δεδεικται ,OT Ta πλήθη ἐνταῦθα LETEXYEL τινῶν 
Monads through which their divided and separate existences are also brought together into One Bond ; 
μοναδῶὼν δια τουτῶν αὑτῶν TO HEPLOTOV καὶ OLEGTAPLEVOV καὶ περιαγεται εις EVA ODVOEGLIOV , 
but on the other hand, before we can rise to that highest Parmenidean Unity Herself, we must contemplate 
δὲ πριν ἐεπανελθωμεν ET τὴν ἀκροτατὴν τὴν Παρμενιδειον EVM@OLV ADTHV , θεωρησῶμεν 

how The Many and Invisible and Transcendent Monads exist in One-another ; how Homogeneous Their 
πῶς TAG πολλας και αφανεις και AKATATAKTOVG μοναδας εἰσι EV AAANAGIC , πῶς ομοφυης αὐτῶν 
Community and how Unmingled Their Purity is , how Likeness is mingled with Unlikeness , 
κοινῶνια TE και AODYYLTOG καθαροτῆς EOTLV, πῶς ἡ OLOLOTNS συγκεκραται προς τὴν AVOLOLOTHTO , 
how The One and Plurality Pass-through One-another , how Rest and Motion Partake of One-another . 
πῶς TO EV καὶ TO πλῆθος χῶρει SV AAANAOV, πὼς ἡ στασις καὶ ἡ κινησις μετειληφασιν AAANA@V: 
For the one who apprehends This Form of Mixture and Interweaving of The Ideas , is the very one whom 
yap ο TEDEAMEVOG τὴν τοιαύτην μιξιν καὶ διαπλοκην τῶν εἰδῶν, εστιν TH ODTOG 
Socrates truly admires , and not as an ordinary object of admiration , for the euphemism “wondrous” , 
XOKPATEL οντῶς MYAOTOG , καὶ οὐχ WG ETOYEV AYADTOG , YAP τὴν εὐφημιαν θαυμαστῶς 
adds more emphasis , and indicates nothing else than , that which is really and truly and deservedly 
moet βεβαιοτεραν καὶ εμφαινει οὐδὲν αλλο ἢ το οντῶς και AANO@s και ETAELMG 
the object of wonder. Accordingly then , Socrates felt all of the good intentions ; the rejection , suspicion , 

τοῦ θαυματος. apa τοῦ Σώκρατους παθη Παντα ta εὐὑστοχα,, ἡ ATOYVOIC , ἡ ὑπονοια, 
and hope ; the first one , when he gazes-upon “intermingled confusion” of The Divine Ideas towards 
ἡ δλπις. ἡ μὲν εἰς AVTOD ATOPAEWAVTOG τὴν GLYYVOLV καὶ τὴν συμφυρσιντῶν θειῶν εἰδῶν προς 
One-another , the second one , when he contemplates Their Unity and Distinction at the same time , 


AAANAG , ἢ ὃξ εἰς τὴν δνῶσιν και διακρισιν αμα, 
which also applied to the last one ; being kindled by itself , like the light coming from fire-brands , 
NV καὶ ETEONKEV TEAELTALAV , AVAWACLANTH] EALVTM OLOV OWS εκ πυρξιὼν 


by means of his attentive gaze of the problem and his continuous attentiveness to The Ideas Themselves . 


διὰ της EVATEVIGEMS προς TO πραγμα καὶ τῆς συνεχοὺς AVATAGEWS προς τα εἰδὴ ALTO . 
Therefore , on the one hand , these things may be said regarding the character of these discussions and 


ODV μεν Tovta εἰρησθώ περι τοῦ τροποὺ TOLTMV τῶν λογῶν και 
their purpose in general . But on the other hand, let us in turn consider the problems themselves : 
τῆς TPOVEGEMS OANS: δὲ ἡμῖν παλιν σκεπτεον τὰ πραγματα AVLTA , 


What is Rest There and what is Motion , and what is Their Rank ? Do They Participate of One-another ? 


771 τις ἡ στασις EKEL καὶ τις ἡ κινησις, καὶ TIVO EYOVGL TAELV , καὶ EL WETEYOVOLV AAANAOY . 
Is it not the case then , I believe , that it is clear to all that on the one hand , The Demiurgic Intellect , 


ODKODV OWAL εἰναι δηλον παντι OTL μὲν τον δημιούργικον νοῦν 
must necessarily be Unchangeable in both Essential-Being and Activity/Energy , Fundamentally-subsists 
avayKN Elvat apetaBANntov TE TN OVOLA  KOL TALS EVEPYELAIG , LOEOTHKOTA 


in Pure and Immaterial Intellections , and by being The Super-Kosmic Creator of All in a collected way . 
EV καθαραῖς καὶ ADAOIG VONDEDLV , καὶ OVTA ὑπερκοσμῖον δημιούργικον TAVT@V αθροος, 
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For every Indivisible Idea is Eternal , thus , All that is Eternal has Its Nature in Rest . 

YAP παν TO ALEPLOTOV E160C EOTL αἰώνιον, SE παν TO ALMVLOV EXEL EALTOD την φυσιν EV στασει: 

For that which changes either in Essence or in Activity , either by becoming or by activating/energizing 

γὰρ TO μεταβαλλον ἡ KAT OLDOLAV ἡ κατ EVEPYELAV ἢ yYlyVOLEVOV ἡ EVEPYODV 

at one time in one way and at another time in another , is either primarily or eventually divisible ; but 
αλλοτε και OAAWG EOTLV ἡ TPOTWS ἡ εσχατῶς μεριστον, δὲ 

every Intellect is Indivisible , and Simple , and Un-generated . Now then, if every Intellect is Indivisible , 

TAG νοῦς αμεριστος καὶ ἀπλοὺς καὶ ἀγέννητος. τοινὺν Et πᾶς νοὺς ἀμεριστος 

but every Indivisible Being is Eternal , then every Eternal Being is Immutably at Rest , it is clear , beyond 


δὲπαν TOQUEPLOTOV αἰώνιον, δὲ TAV TOQAIMVLOV ATPEMTMG EOTYHKE, SNAOV δηπου-- 
a doubt , that every Intellect is at Rest , and much more so , The Demiurgic Intellect ; for by as much as 


—Oev OTL MAG νοὺς EOTIKE , καὶ TOAAW μαλλον ο SNLLOUPYIKOG νοῦς : Yap οσῶ 

It is More-Powerful than The Beings that come after It , by so much more does It Guard Its Own Order , 
EOTL δυνατώτερος TOV HET’? AVTOV, TODOOLTM LAAAOV φροῦρει τὴν EALTODL TAELV 
Unmoved . Then, if It Establishes The Whole Kosmos according to Its Wholeness , both Its Whole Form 
auetaotatov.ds Ev εδραζει τον ολον κοσμον κατα αὑτοῦ τὴν OAOTNTA TE καὶ TO OAOV ειδος 
and the Poles within It , and Their Centers and Axes , and gives to each of Them 

και τοὺς πολοὺς τοὺς EV αὑτῷ και τὰ KEVTPA καὶ τοὺς AEOVAG , καὶ διδῶσιν EKAOTM TOLTMV 

an Abiding Power , from where could This Gift be given , other than from Its Kindred Essential-Being Ὁ 


μονιμον δυναμιν, ποθεν αν ταῦτην διῇ διδοὺς. ἢ ἀπὸ τῆς οἴκειας οὐσιας ? 
For It Gives of Its Very Being ; for there is Rest within It which is The Cause of all that is at Rest . 


YAP διδῶσιν TO AVTH ELVAL : YAP EOTL OTAGIC EV ALT QUTLA ἀπαντῶν EGTOTOV , 
But surely there is also Motion in It ; for if Intellect is The Demiurge , and if , It Thinks Itself , clearly It 


αλλα μὴν καὶ κινησις : yap δι εστι δημιοῦργος KaLEL νοεῖ EavTOV, δηλον 
does so as It Energizes . For The Energy is said to be Perfect Motion , then as such, It is The Demiurgic 
ὡς EVEPYEL : γὰρ ἢ EVEPyELA δλέξγεται TEAELA κινησις, δε TOLALTH EOTLV ἡ δημιουργικήη 

Making and Thinking . But if Motion is also , the life of bodies , just as Plato says (Timaeus 36d) , 
ποιησις TE καὶ νοησις. dé Εἰ ἡ κινησις EOTLV καὶ C@N TOV σώματῶν OLOV EKELVOG φησιν, 
much more so must we necessarily call Motion , That Life-Giving Cause that Pre-Subsists in 

TOAA@ δει KQAELV κινησιν τὴν ζώοποιον QITLAV προτερον ἕν 
The Demiurge ; for Life Itself , has to be possessed of Motion . 

EKELV® YAP TO CHV ALTO EXELV ἐστιν κινησιν 


Timaeus: Then after this , since The Constitution of The Soul had been completed according to 
(36d) δὲ μετατοῦτο ἔπει ἢ Evotaoig τῆς ψυχης ξγξγενήτο κατα 
The Mind of The One Who Put-Them-All-Together , He then Artfully-constructed within Her All that is 


νοῦν τῶ πασὰα συνισταντι, ETEKTOALVETO EVTOG ALTNS πᾶν TO 
Elementally-formed , by Uniting Them Center to Center , He made Them Harmonize-together . Thus , 
366 OWLATOELOEG ξυναγαγῶν μεσον LEON TPOONPLOTTEV . δ᾽ 
The Soul by being woven throughout Heaven in every way from Center to The Extremity , and 


n διαπλακεισα OVPAVOV TAVTH EK μεσον προς TOV EDYATOV , TE 
by Enveloping The Elemental Itself in a Circle from Without , and by revolving Herself around Herself , 


περικαλύψασα QUTOV κύκλῳ εξωθεν, τε στρεφομξνη αὐτῇ EV αὑτη, 
thus Began That Divine Beginning of Unceasing and Rationally-gifted Life , to Last throughout All of 


ηρξατο θειαν apynv απαῦστου και εμφρονος βιου προς ξυμπαντα 
Time . And whereas on the one hand , The Body of Heaven has come to be Visible , The Soul Herself , is 


TOV χρονον. και dn LEV το σῶμα OLPAVOD  YEYOVEV ορατον, αὐτῇ μεν 
td 
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on the other hand , Invisible , but Partakes of Reasoning and Harmony , and having come into existence , 


37 δε Q“OPATOG SE μετεχοῦσα λογισμοῦ καὶ ἀρμονιας, TE γενομενη 
by The Agency of The Best , Eternal , Intelligible Beings , as The Best of Generated Beings . Therefore , 


Ὁπο TOD αρίστου αξι τῶν νοητῶν οντῶν Aplotn τῶν γεννηθεντῶν.  ODV 
inasmuch as She is Combined out of The Natures of The Same and of The Other and of Being , She is 
OTE συγκραθεισα εκ φύσεως τῆς TALTOD καὶ τῆς θατεροῦ TE οὐσιας 
also Analogically Proportioned and Bound-together out of These Three Portions . And by Revolving-back 


καὶ ava Aoyov μερισθεισα και ξυνδεθεισα EK TOLVTM@V τριῶν μοιρῶν, TE AVAKDKAOLDLEVY 
upon Herself , whenever She Touches anything which has its Essential-being dispersed , or whenever 


προς αῦτην, OTAV EPANTNTAL τινὰς EXOVTOG OVOLAV σκεδαστην καὶ OTAV 
She Touches that which has Its Essential-being Undivided , She is moved throughout Her Whole Being , 


OMEPLOTOV , κινουμξνη διὰ εαύυτης πασῆης, 
and Announces in relation to what object it will be indeed The Same , and from what object it will be 
370 τ’ Ayer προς OTM OTL av N ταῦτον KALI OTOD τι av 
Different , and according to the highest degree ; and in what way , and how and when, it results that each 


ETEPOV τὲ κατα μαλιστα και οπήη καὶ οπῶς καὶ οποτὲ ξυμβαῖινει EKAOTA 
of the entities that arise , are continuously , both acted upon by others and act upon others , according 


τὰ γιγνομξνα ειναι αδι και πασχξιν και προς KOTO 
to these circumstances . Thus The Word/Announcement , coming to be in the same way True , concerning 


TO ταῦτα εχοντα. δὲ Oo Aoyos γιίγνομενος KATA ταῦτον αλήηθης, περι 
both The Other and concerning The Same , being carried-through The Self-Moved without sound 

TE OATEPOV καὶ TEPL τοταῦτον, WV PEPOLEVOG EV τῷ Ld’? αὐτοῦ κινουμδνὼ AvED φθογγου 
nor noise , whenever on the one hand , It is concerned with the perceptible and The Circle of the Other , 


καὶ ηχῆς. OTAV μεν γιγνηται περι TO αἴἰσθητον καὶ ο κυκλος TOD θατεροῦ 

by being impelled in ἃ upright/straight way , Proclaims them to The Whole of Its Soul , then opinions and 
LOV ορθος διαγγειλη αὐτὰ εις τὴν πασαν ψυχην, δοξαι και 

trustworthy beliefs arise which are Firm and True ; but on the other hand , when in turn , It is concerned 

πιστεις γιγνονται βεβαιοι Kar αλήηθεις: δε οταν αὖ περι 

with The Rational , and inasmuch as it is The Circle of The Same ; by being Well-rounded , 

37c TO AOYLOTIKOV και ῃ ο KDKAOG TOD ταῦτου ὧν EDTPOYXOG 

She Proclaims that information , from which , Intellect and Knowledge is Necessarily Perfected . But if 


αὐτὰ μηνυση εξ νοῦς τ επιστημὴ αναγκῆς amoteAcitar. de 
anyone should say at any time that This in which These Real Beings Arise , is Itself something other 


τις QV ξιπῆ ποτὲ TOLDT® ὃν ὦ τῶν οντῶν ξγγιγνεσθον, αὐτο αλλο 
than Soul , then they assert much more than The Truth . 


πλὴν woxXNV, ερξει παν μαλλον ἡ ταληθες. 


But if It Gives Motion to The Realm of Generation and Heaven ; then how much more could there 


δὲ εἰ διδῶσι τὴν κινησιν τῇ YEVEOEL τε καὶ τῶ οὐρανῷ, 5& πῶς TOAAW 
not be Motion in It beforehand , if it gives from Its Very Own Essential-Being/Substance ? For All 


OD EOTLV κινησις EV αὐτῷ TPOTEPOV ; διδῶσι ATO τῆς EALTOD ουσιας > YAP παν 
that Create by virtue of Their Being , transmit to others from The Being that they have in Themselves . 


TO ποιοῦν τῷ EVOL μεταδιδῶσι τοις AAAOIG AMO τοῦ οντος εν EALTO 
For fire also , does not transmit coolness to others , but heat ; for it creates 


772 YAP TO TOP και οὐχι μεταδιδῶσι WOYPOTNTOGS τοις αλλοις, AAAG θερμοτητος : YAP TOLEL 

not by choice , but by its being , and it has no coolness (in its being/substance) . Likewise , The Sun 

OD TPOEAOLEVOV SE TH ειναι καὶ ELYE οὐκ YWOXPOTHTA > Kat =O Ἥλιος 
td 
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Gives Light , and The Soul Life . So that , if The Demiurge also Gives Motion to The Beings below 
διδῶσι OWS, καὶ ἡ ψυχῃ CONV: WoTE, EL ο δημιουργος Kal διδῶσι κινησιν τοις μετ᾽ 
Him , then He has The Cause of Motion , together with That of Rest , in His Constitution . Then it is 


QVLTOV, EXEL τὴν AITIAV της κινησεῶς ομοῦ τῇ στάσει συνυφεστήκυιαν. AAA’ μὲν 
clear that through these considerations , both Rest and Motion exist There (in The Intelligible Realm) , 
δηλον ott δια τουτῶν , καὶ στασις KAL κινησις EOTLV EKEL 


The One as The Eternity of The Demiurgic Mind that is also The Energy of His Providence/Forethought , 


και ἡ HEV ὡς TO αἰώνιον τῆς δημιουργικῆς VONOEWS EOTL καὶ TO EVEPYOV TNS προνοιας, 
The Other likewise , as The Continuity of His Demiurgic Energy , that Guards His Efficacious Power . 


η SE MOADTHS TO GEL TOL δημιουργοῦ τῆς EVEPYELAG , φρουρουσα ALTO SPAOTNPLOV τῆς δυαμιν: 
For through what Agency can The Forethought of The Demiurge of Wholes Remain Ever-Alert and 


yap δια τι Ἢ προνοια τοῦ δημιούργου τῶν ολῶν  EOTL αἀγρῦπνος καὶ 
at The Apex of Effectiveness , other than through Motion ? Then through what agency can It Remain 
ακμαια καὶ SPAOTNHPLOS , NY διατὴῆν κινησιν; de δια τι 
Steadfast and Undeviating and Unchangeable , other than through Rest ? 
μονιμος καὶ AVECAAAAKTOG καὶ CUKALVI|S , η δια τὴν στασιν ; 
Accordingly then , These Two Genera ; Rest and Motion , we must posit as existing in 


apa ταῦτα γενη στασιν καὶ κινησιν, θετξεον ev 
The Demiurge . But do These Two Genera Participate of One-another , or not ? For the Eleatic Stranger 


αὐτῷ : δὲ ταῦτα τὰ δὺο YEVY HETEXELV QAANAWVY , NOL; yapo EAsatys ἕενος 
in the Sophist (P49) appears to deny mixture in Their case ; for it is neither proper for everything to be 


EV TW σοφιστῃ SOKEL ATOHNOAL τὴν μιξιν ETL τουτῶν : YAP οὔτε MPOONKE TMAVTA εἰναι 
unmixed with one-another , nor for everything to be mixed with one-another , so that on the one hand , 
QUIKTA  QAANAOIG , OLTE TAVTA μεμιγμενα , ἀλλα LEV 
Sameness and Otherness Commune with One-another , but on the other hand , Rest and Motion do not . 
ταῦτον καὶ θάτερον KOLVEVElLV QGAANAOCIC , δε στασιν και κινησιν οὐκετι. 
Therefore , under these circumstances , Socrates was not in any way saying that he would admire the one 


OvV EV τοῦτοις ο Σώκρατης Μηποτε Asyov αγασθαι τον 
who is able to show that these Ideas can be mingled , since he is making room for the arguments in the 


δύναμενον δειξαι ταῦτα δυύναμενα συγκρινεσθαι, καὶ διδῶσι YOPAV τοις δλογοις EV 
Sophist (p49) that distinguish/set-apart on the one hand , Some Ideas that are Distinct from One-another , 


Σοφιστη διοριζουσι LEV τινα διακεκριται απ’ αλλήηλων 

and on the other hand , Some that Commune with One-another . And on the one hand , Socrates himself 
δε τινα κοινῶνδι > καὶ μεν QUTOG 

as if being in doubt , intends to learn something about these matters ; whereas the Sage on the other hand , 


ὡς ATOPOV , εφιεται μαθεῖν τι περι TOLTOV, ο σοῴφος δὲ 
makes the dialogue an artistic exposition about the matters , demonstrating that Some of The Genera are 


πεποιῆται EKEL τὴν επιστημονικὴν LONYNOLV περι αὑτῶν, αποδειξας TOA μὲν τῶν γενῶν 
Distinct/Set-apart from One-another , while Others are Co-mingled with One-another ; for having the 
αποκεκριμενα απ’ ἀλλήλων, Ta SE συγκεκριμενα QAANAOIG : yap TO 
capability/potential of undergoing these Generic affections does not necessarily lead to participation 


δύνασθαι πασχειν ταῦτα οὐκ ηναγκασμξνην AYEL LETOVOLAV 
with One-another ; for “being receptive” is the same as “having the capability” . Not ever then , shall The 


αλληλῶν : yap TO δνδεχεσθαι ταῦτον τῷ δύνασθαι . Μήποτε δὲ τα 
Measures of Separation and Combination not be the same for all The Ideas . For there is Unity and 


773 μετρα και της SLAKPLOEWGS καὶ OLYKPLOEWG οὐ EOTLV TA ALTA TAVTOV . γὰρ Eotl EVWOIG TE KAL 
Division about The Genera of Being , and there is not one of Them which does not Commune with The 


SLOLPEOIG περι TA γενῆ TOD OVTOG, καὶ ἐστιν οὐδὲν O μὴ KOLV@VEL και τῶν 
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Rest of Them . But just as in These Genera , Some are more Unified , while Others are more Divided , 
λοιπῶν. SE WG EV τοις TOVTOLG YEVEOL τὰ HEV HAAAOV NV@VTAL, TA SE μαλλον διακεκριται, 
so also , Some are more active with Each-other in Their Participation , while Others are more Able 
και τα μὲν TAELM TOLELTAL αλληλῶν τὴν μεθεξιν ; ta δε TAELO 
to Preserve Their Purity , and because of this , when comparing Rest and Motion in Those , with 
σώζει τὴν KABAPOTHTA , καὶ δια τοῦτο ὡς παραβαλλοντες OTAOLV καὶ κινησῖν EV EKELVOLG προς 
The Others ,we said that They do not participate of One-another , we did not mean that they are altogether 
τα CAAQ, EAEYOLEV μη HETEXELV αλληλῶν οὐχ ὡς οντὰ TAVTEAWS 
incommunicative and unmixable . For how can it be , that being correspondent to One-another in One 
ακοινώνητα καὶ apikta . yap ws sotat οντα σύστοιχα QAANAOIG ὃν EVI 
Being , they can still fail to be friends with one another , and in a sense , Participate of One-another ; 
και οὔχι φιλα αλληλοις και ποὺ μεθεξει αλληλῶν,, 
on the one hand , Rest deriving Effective Energy from Motion , while on the other hand , Motion derives 
μεν ἡ OTAOIG SPAOTNPLOD EVEPYELAG ATO τῆς κινήσεως, δε ἢ κινησις 
Enduring Power from Rest ? For shall we make Rest ineffective and lifeless beforehand , 
LOVILOD SOVALHEMS απο τῆς στάσεως ; YAP TOLNOOLEV τὴν στασῖν avevepyntov Kat aG@ov Ποτερον 
or shall we give Rest a Share of Life and Energy ? But if on the one hand, it is ineffective and lifeless , 
ἡ ταῦτη LETASMOOLEV καὶ ζώης καὶ EvEepysltac ; AAA’ εἰ. μὲν ἔστι AVEVEPYNTOG καὶ ACMOG , 
then neither will it be Generative , nor an Intellectual Idea . For All of Intellect also Partakes of One Life ; 
οὔτε EOTOL YEVVITLKN , OLUTE VOEPOV ξιδος: γὰρ πᾶν VW καιμετᾶχει τοεν CMC: 
for it is not Lawful to constitute Intellect out of something mindless nor Life out of something lifeless . 
yap ovte θεμιτον ὑυφεσταναι TOV νοῦν εξ. τινος §=AVONTMV οὔτε τὴν Conv εκ μη ζώντων. 
But if on the other hand , Rest is to have both Life and Energy , it will also have Motion . Surely then 


Eu δε ῃ στασις εξἕει καὶ C@NV καὶ EVEPyYELaV , καὶ δξει κινήσιν. δη Apa 
in the same way , shall we not also say that Motion Energizes in a Stable and Unvarying Way ? Or 
Opo1Ms οὐχι καὶ ONOOLEV τὴν KIVIOLV ἐνεργεῖν μονιμὼῶς καὶ ακινητῶς ;Σ ἢ 


otherwise , how would One of The Intellectual Ideas Energize ? For This is why we call Them 

AQAAWG πῶς AV τι τῶν νοερῶν ELOWV EVEPYOIN ; YAP τοῦτο δια κεκλήκαμεν EKELVAG 
Unmoving Causes . Then if They have Unmoving Power , then in a way , they also Partake of Rest , so 
QKIVNTOLG HITIAG. δὲ EL EXELV AKIVYTOV δῦύναμιν, dE πῇ KOALLETEXELV της OTADEWG , 
that , These Ideas also Participate of One-another . But for all that , we often say that They are unmixed , 





ὥστε ταῦτα καὶ μετειληφασιν αλληλῶν. ομῶς πολλακις Φαμὲν ALTA αμικτα, 
for which reason there is more Otherness and Division in Them than there is in Sameness and Otherness ; 
SLOTL TAELMV ἡ ETEPOTNG KAL ἡ διακρισις EV AVTOIG nH EV TAVTOTNTL καὶ ETEPOTNTL : 


for These are more Unified than Divided , but Rest and Motion are more Divided than Co-mingled . 

YAP ταῦτα μαλλον NVOVTAL ἡ SINPNTAL, SE στασις καὶ κινησις μαλλον SINPYTAL ἡ OVYKEKPATAL . 
Thus , never will Each of The Ideas aim to be both Unified and Divided , just as it was said earlier 

ds Μηποτε EKAOTOV TOV ειδὼν PODAETAL ειναι καὶ NVOLEVOV καὶ OINPNLEVOV , ὥστε TPOELPNKEV 
also , about the beings in this realm , that each of us is both one and many , and in this way , Socrates said 





και περι TOV TNOE , OTL ἑκαστος ἡμῶν EOTL TE EV καὶ TOAAM , καὶ ουτῶς ἔφατο 
that he would admire the one who could demonstrate that Each One of The Intelligible Ideas is both 
774 avayaoOnvat τον SELKVDVTO EKQOTOV TOV νοητῶν διδῶν και 


Separate and Complex. And this should also be clearly shown by the added phrase itself (Page55) 
SLAKPLVOLEVOV καὶ ODYKPIVOLIEVOV : καὶ τοῦτο AV καὶ SNAOLN TO TPOGKELLEVOV αὐτῷ 
“In-Themselves” . For he does not say “with each other” , in order that we should search for Their 


εν εξαῦτοις : γὰρ Ov δ8ιπεν αλληλοις,, wa αν εζητησαμεν αὐτῶν 
mixture with one another , but “In-Themselves” , in order that we should consider how each of Them , is 
τὴν μιξιν προς AAANAG ,αλλα EV EALTOIC θεωρησῶμεν πῶς EKAOTOV 
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at the same time , Distinct and Compounded-together , so that Rest is One and Many , and so is Motion , 
αμα SLAKEKPLLEVOV καὶ ODYKEKPILLEVOV , WG τὴν στασιν ξειναι καὶ EV καὶ TOAAG καὶ τὴν κινησιν, 
just like you and me and every sensible being , so that The Unity There , is Pluralized , and The Many , 
ὥσπερ καὶ O€ καὶ ELE καὶ EKAOTOV TOV αἰσθητῶν TE TO EV TO EkEL TANBLOLIEVOV καὶ TO πληθος 
Unified . For if these views would hold sway , then being unmixed here , must be quite different from 
eviConevov .yap Εἰ ταῦτα κρατοιήη, αμιξιαν δει πολλοὺ διαφερεσθαι προς 
that of Rest and Motion in the Sophist (2540) ; 

τὴν της στάσεῶς καὶ τῆς κινησεῶς EV TW LOOLOTY : 


Stranger: 40 Therefore , since it is surely agreed by us that some of The Genera Desire/Wish/Aim 
οῦν δὴ ὠμολογηταᾶι ἡμῖν Ot’ τα μὲν τῶν γενῶν εθελειν 
to Commune with One-another , while Others do not , and that Some Aim to Commune with few , 
KOLV@VELV QAANAOIS sg ta δὲ UN , KGL TO μὲν én’ OALYOV , 
while others Aim to Commune with Many , and that there is nothing to hinder Others , from having 
τα δ᾽ επιπολλα. και οὐδὲν κῶλῦυειν τα δὲ κε-- 
Communion throughout All and with All of Them , then following this discussion , let us follow through 
254c KOW@VYKEVAL SLA παντῶν TAOLTOIG, SN TO μετὰ τοῦτο TWO AOYW συνεπισπῶμεθα 
by investigating in turn , that concerning not all The Ideas , in order that we do not become confused 
σκοποῦντες TOE, περι LN παντῶν TOV ELOOV , wa μη Tapattopsba 
among so many , but some only , selecting Them , from Those that are considered The Most Important . 
EV TOAAOIG ,GAAM ATTA προξλομένοι TOV AEYOLEVOV LIEYLOTOV , 
On the one hand , let us first consider What is The Nature of Each One , then , how They possess/have 
μεν πρῶτον ἐστιν TOLO EKQOTO , EMELTA πὼς EXEL 
The Power/Ability of Communicating with One-another , in order that , on the other hand , if we are not 
δυναμεῶὼς κοινώνιας QAANA@V , wa ει μη 
able to grasp both Being and not-Being with Perfect Clearness , at any rate then , we shall indeed not 
δύναμεθα λαβεῖν TE TOOVKALHN OV παση σαφηνξια, AAA’ οὖν γιγνώμεθα γε μηδὲν 
fail to Reason about Them , by as much as the method of our present enquiry permits . Accordingly then , 
EVOEELG AOYOD περι αὑτῶν, καθ’ οσον OTPOTOG τῆς νὺν σκέψεως ενδεχεται, αρα 
by making comparisons in this way , let us see if it is permitted for us to say , that “not-being really is” , 
254d παρεικαθη πη εαν απαλλαττεῖιν ἡμῖν λεγοῦσιν WC το LIN ον οντῶς EOTLV 
although not being , without being at fault . 
un ov aOwOtIG 
Theatetus: In that case , we must do so . (Οὐκοῦν χρη .) 
Stranger: Certainly then , The Most Important of The Genera , are Those which we just now described ; 
μην on Meylota τῶν γενῶν, α νὺν διημεν, 
Being Itself and Rest and Motion . 
TE TO OV AUTO και στασις καὶ κινησις. 
Theatetus: Very much so indeed . (Πολὺ γε .) 
Stranger: And certainly , we say indeed that Two of Them , remain unmixable with One-another . 
Και μην φαμὲν YE τῶ δυο αὕτοιν OUUKTO προς AAANA®. 
Theatetus: Very much so indeed . (Σφοδρα ye.) 
Stranger: But yet , Being indeed mixes with both of Them ; for both of Them exist in some way . 
ὃ Toov γε μικτον αμφοιν γὰρ αἀμφῶ εστον που 
Theatetus: How could this not be the case ὃ (IIwc 5’ οὐ ;) 
Stranger: Surely then , these have become three . 
én ταῦτα γιγνεται Τρια. 
Theatetus: What else ὃ (Ti μὴν ;) 
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Stranger: Is it not the case then , that on the one hand , each of Them is Other than the remaining Two , 


Οὐκοῦν LEV EKQOTOV αὑτῶν EOTLV ετερον τοῖν SLOLV, 
but on the other hand , Each One is Itself The Same as Itself . 
δ᾽ αὐτο ταῦτον EALTO. 


Theatetus: It is in this way . (Ovtw< .) 
Stranger: Then in turn , what in the world do we now mean by using the words The Same and The Other 
254e av Τι mot’ νῦν ELPT}KOLEV το ταῦτον TE και θατερον 
in this way ? Are They Two new Genera , still other than The Three , and must certainly always be mixed 
OLTWS ; TOTEPA TIVE SLO αὐτῷ YEVN , μὲν CAAW TOV τριῶν, μὴν εξ AVayKNS aE ξυμμιγνυμενὼ 
with Those , and conduct our search on the assumption that They are Five Genera , but not Three , 
EKELVOIG , KO OKETTEOV περι ὡς οντῶν TEVTE αὐτῶν, AAA’ οὐ TEPL TPLOV , 
or are we addressing One of Those Three Themselves , without noticing this , when we say the same 
255 ἡ προσαγορεύοντες TL EKELVMV αὐτοὺς λαάνθανον τοῦτο WG ἡμᾶς TO TALTOV 
and the other ? 
Kat θατερον ; 
Theatetus: Perhaps . (lows .) 
Stranger: But it is certainly not the case that either Motion or Rest are indeed The Other or The Same . 
AA’ μὴν οὐ τι οὐθ’ κινησις καὶ στασις EOTL YE ETEPOV OLTE TAUTOV . 
Theatetus: How could it be the case ; (IIwc;) 
Stranger: Whatever term we may apply to Rest and Motion in common , it cannot be either of Those . 
Οτιπερ AV TPOOELMMLEV κινησιν καὶ OTAOLV KOLVY , τοῦτο OLOETEPOV ELVAL οἷον TE AUTOL . 
Theatetus: Why then ? (Tt 6n;) 
Stranger: Because then , Motion would be at Rest , and in turn Rest would be in Motion ; for in either 
Κινησις TE στήσεται αὖ στασις καὶ κινηθησεταῖι : yap περι 
case , whichever one of the two became other , it would force the other to change its 
AQUPOTEPA , OMOTEPOVOLV αὕτοιν γιγνομενον θατερον ἀναγκσσει θατερον μεταβαλλειν αὐτοῦ 
nature into that of its opposite , seeing that it would be participating of its opposite . 
2550 της φυσεῶς ETL TODVAVTLOV , ATE μετασχον τοὺ ἐναντιου. 
Theatetus: Precisely so indeed . (Κομιδη ye .) 
Stranger: Certainly then , both Participate of The Same and of The Other . 
μην anow Μετεχετον ταῦτου καὶ θατερου. 
Theatetus: Yes . (Nat .) 
Stranger: So then , we must not say that Motion , nor in turn Rest , is indeed The Same or The Other . 
τοῖνῦν Μη λεγῶμεν κινησιν,, μηδ᾽ av στασιν,. εἰναι γ᾽ ταῦτον ἡ θατερον. 
Theatetus: No we must not (Μη yap .) 
Stranger: But then , should we conceive of Being and The Same as one entity ? 
AAW’ apa SLAVONTEOV TO OV καὶ TO TAVTOV ὡς EV TL; 
Theatetus: Perhaps . (lows .) 
Stranger: But if Being and The Same have no difference in meaning/significance , then again in this way 
AAW’ ει TO OV καὶ TO TALTOV μηδεν διαφορον ONMOLVETOV , παλιν οὕτως 
when we say in turn , that both Rest and Motion exist , we shall be saying that they are both The Same , 
AEYOVTEG ALD αἀμφοτερα KLVIOLV και OTAOLV ειναι, προσερουμδν αμφοτερὰ ταῦτον 
since They exist . 
255c¢ WS ALTA OVTO . 
Theatetus: But this is certainly indeed impossible . 
Αλλα τοῦτο μὴν γε αδυνατον. 
Stranger: Accordingly then , it is impossible for Being and The Same to be one . 
apa Αδῦνατον TOOV καὶ ταῦτον Elva EV. 
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Theatetus: Quite so . (Zyedov .) 
Stranger: Surely then we shall place The Same as The Forth , next to The Three Other Ideas ? 
én τιθῶμεν τοταῦτον TETAPTOV προς τοῖς τρισιν εἰδεσι ; 
Theatetus: Very much so (Πανὺ μεν ovv .) 
Stranger: What then ? Shall we call The Other , The Fifth ? Or must we conceive of This and Being 
Ti δὲ ; Apa ἡμῖν AEKktEOV το θατερον πεμπτον ; ἡ SEL διανοξισθαι τοῦτο καὶ TO OV 
as two different names for one genera ? 
ὡς dv’ ATTA ονοματα Eb’ EVI YEVEL ; 
Theatetus: Perhaps Tay’ av .) 
Stranger: But I suspect that you admit that of The Real Beings (Reality) , Some are always said to be 


AAW’ omar σε συγχώρειν τῶν οντῶν ταμὲεν ast δλεγεσθαι 
Absolute/Themselves in Themselves , while others are Relative to another . 
avta kad’ αὐτὰ . ta OE προς αλλα. 


Theatetus: How could it not be so ? (Tt δ’ ov ;) 
Stranger: So then , is Other always relative to Other ; or what do you say ? 
255d δ᾽ ETEPOV CEL προς ἕτερον : ἢ yap : 
Theatetus: It is so .( Ovt@< .) 
Stranger: It would not be so , if indeed Being and The Other were not , in every way different. But 
av Οὐκ ,€l YE τοον και τὸ θάτερον μὴ παμπολὺ dishEpEtTHV: CAD’ 
if indeed The Other , participated of both Absolute and Relative existence , just like Being , there would 
elmep θάτερον μξετειχὲ αμῴφοιν TOLV ειδοιν ὥσπερ το ον αν 
also be at some time among the others that exist , another not in any relation to any other ; but as it is , 
και ἣν τι ποτε τῶν  ETEPOV ETEPOV OD προς ἕτερον δὲ νὺν 
it absolutely happens with us , that whatever is other , must be just what it is , in relation to some other . 
ατεχνῶς OLUBEBNKEV ἡμῖν, οτιπερ αν ETEPOV , εξ AVAYKNS ELVAL οπερ τοῦτο εστιν, ἡ ETEPOD . 
Theatetus: You speak just as it has to be . (Λεγεις καθαπερ εχξι .) 
Stranger: Surely then , we must proclaim The Nature of The Other as being The Fifth among The Ideas , 
én AEKTEOV τὴν φυσιν θατεροῦὺ ovoav [ΠΙεμπτον εν τοις ειδεσιν, 
from which we make our selection . 
2556 EVOlg προαιρουμεθα. 
Theatetus: Yes (Ναι.) 
Stranger: And we shall indeed say , that The Other Herself Permeates throughout all of Them ; for 


Kau ye φησομὲεν αὐτὴν διεληλύθυιαν δια παντῶν αὑτῶν : γὰρ 
Each One is Other than The Other Ones , not because of Its Own Nature , but because Each One 
EKQOTOV EV ELVOLL ETEPOV TOV AAAWV οὐ δια THVavTOD φυσιν, αλλα δια TO 


Participates of The Idea of The Other . 
HETEYELV της EAC τῆς θατερου. 
Theatetus: Exactly 50. (Κομιδη μὲν ovv .) 


but this accords more with what has been written in the Philebus (136), in which it says that the same 


δε ODVASELV μάλλον τοις γεγράμμδνοις ev Φιληβω . ἕν οἷς EAEYEV OTL TO ALTO 
object being one and many , is commonplace about sensibles , but that on the other hand, it is worth 


ειναι EV και πολλα εστιν δεδημεύῦμενον ETL TOV αἰσθητῶν, δὲ αξιον 
searching-out in what way Each of Those Intelligible Monads is both One and Many . 


CHINSCEMG ETL οπῶς EKAOTN EKELVOV TOV νοητῶν μοναδῶν EOTL EV καὶ TOAAG : 


Socrates: 4 Assume , O Protarchus , that I am being questioned in turn , by you . 
13e θες ,wlIpotapye, EPOTMLEVOV παλιν LTO GOD. 
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Protarchus: Then , what question do I ask ; 
én To ποιὸν : 
Socrates: Then ask if Mindfulness and Knowledge and Intellect and all Such Entities -which I said at first 
δὴ φΦρονησις TE καὶ επιστημη καὶ VOUS καὶ TAVO’ οποσα EY ELMOV KAT’ ἀρχὰς 
were set-up as being Good , when it was asked “What is Good” -will not undergo the same fate , just as 
θεμενος ayaba , ποτ᾽ SLEPHTMUEVOG O τι EOTIV AYABOV , AP’ OD TELGOVTAL TAVTOV οπερ 
this argument of yours ? 
TOVTO O λογος σος ; 
Protarchus: How ὃ (Πως ;) 
Socrates: By appearing that the collective forms of knowledge are both many and some of them are unlike 


δοξουσαν αι ξἕξυναπασαι επιστήμαι τἜἬ IoAAat καὶ τινες αὑτῶν AVOLOLOL 
one another . But if some of them also turn out to be in some way opposite , then would I be fit 
14 qAAnAaig: δὲ εἰ τινες καὶ γιγνονται πη EVAVTLAL OPA αν ENV AELOG 


to engage in Dialectics now , if through fear of this itself , I should say that no form of knowledge is 


tov δισλεγεσθαι νῦν, εἰ φοβηθεις τοῦτο αὐτο oainv μηδεμιαν επιστημῆὴν γιγνεσθαι 
unlike any form of knowledge , and then , the argument should vanish , being lost to us in the same way , 


QVOLOLOV = EMLOTN UN , καπειθ’ ο Aoyos OLYOITO §=ATOAOLEVOG NIV οὔὕτῶς 

just like the tale (Ody 5.350) ; then we ourselves would be saved by clinging to some irrational notion ? 

ὥσπερ μῦθος , δὲ QUTOL σωζοιμεθα ETL τινος αλογιας ; 

Protarchus: But certainly that must never come to pass , except the part about our being saved . However , 
AAW’ μὴν τοῦτο det οὐ γξνεσθαι, πλην του σώθηναι. 

the equal treatment of your doctrine and mine is most certainly acceptable . Thus on the one hand , 

TO 100V τοῦ σοῦ Aoyov TE καὶ EOD γε μην αρεσκει: μεν 

let it be that pleasures are many and unlike , and also that the forms of knowledge are many and different . 

γιγνεσθὼῶν ἡδοναι πολλαι καὶ AVOLOLOL , δὲ επιστημαι πολλαῖι καὶ διαφοροι. 


The Doctrine of The Warrior 
Socrates: Now then , O Protarchus , with no concealment of the difference between my Good 
14b τοινῦν, ὦ Προταρχξ,. μη ATOKpLTTOLEVOL Τὴν διαφοροτητα Tov T sLov τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ 
and yours , but let us be bold , in proposing to openly disclose upon cross-examination , whether 
καὶ TOD σοῦ, δὲ τολμῶμεν, κατατιθεντες εἰς TO μεσον μηνυσῶσι EAEYYOLEVOL , TOTEPOV 
pleasure must be said to be in some way The Good , or Mindfulness , or some other third Entity . 
ἡδονὴν OslAsyelv Elval av πῇ tayabov ἢ φρονησιν ἢ τι GAAO TPITOV 
For surely The Object Itself of the present conflict is without a doubt , not that we gain the victory , 
yap γε αὐτο προς τοῦτο νὺν δήπου ου φιλονεικουμεν, 
in some way , for my assertions or for yours , but I suppose that This should be That for the sake of 
OTLMS ayo τιθεμαι ἡ ταυθ’ aov,d’ Tov ταῦτ᾽ = EOTAL τα 
which we fight for ; that we must both Fight to Gain The Most Perfect Truth . 
νικῶντα , ημας Sel ἀαμφῶ συμμαχεῖν THO αληθεστατω. 
Protarchus: Yes , we must do 50. (yap Δει ovv .) 
Socrates: 5 So then let us establish This Doctrine still more firmly by means of an agreement . 
14c TOLVDV Τοῦτον τον Aoyov stl μαλλον βεβαιώσωμεθα δι’ ομολογιας. 
Protarchus: What kind of doctrine then ? (ποιον Tov δῇ ;) 
Socrates: The Doctrine which gives trouble to all men willingly , and to some at times , against their will . 
Tov παρεχοντα πραγματα πᾶσι ἀνθρώποις EKOVOL TE καὶ EVLOLG EVLOTE ακοῦυσιν. 
Protarchus: Please speak more clearly . (Asye σαφεστερον .) 
Socrates: I mean The Doctrine which came our way just now . Its Nature being somehow full of wonder . 
λεγῶ Τον παραπεσοντα δηνῦν, φύσει πὼς πεφύκοτα θαυμαστον. 


66 


For surely the assertions that one is the many and many are the one are wondrous , and it is easy 
yap 6n λεχθεν εν ξιναι TA πολλα καὶ πολλα TO EV θαῦμαστον, και ραδιον 
to dispute with anyone who asserts either of them . 


αμφισβητησαῖι TO TLOELEVM OMOTEPOVODV TOLTOV . 
Protarchus: Do you mean , as when someone says that I , Protarchus , am one by nature , and in turn that 


14d Ap’ οὖν Asyeig ,otav τις φήη Eis II pwmtapyov yeyovota eva φυσει παλιν 
there are many parts of me which are also opposites of each other , that implicitly assert , that the same 
ElVAL πολλοὺς τοὺς ELE και ἐεναντιοὺς αλληλοις, τιθεμενος τον 


person , is great and small and heavy and light and countless other things Ὁ 
QUTOV HEYAV καὶ σμικρον και βαρὺν και κουφον και μυρια αλλα ; 
Socrates: On the one hand , O Protarchus , you have mentioned those wonders concerning the one and 
LEV ,@ Πρωταρχῆδ, Σὺ sipynkac τῶν θαυμαστῶν περι TO EV Ka 
many that are in the hands of the people , so that on the other hand , by the common agreement of 
πολλὰ τὰ δεδημεύυμενα : δὲ συγκεχῶρημδενα ὕπο 
all people , as the saying goes , such things must now not be touched , for these assertions are considered 
TOVTOV ὡς ENOG ELMELV τῶν TOLOLTOV δεῖν NON μη απτεσθαι, υπολαμβανοντῶν 
to be childish and easy , and extreme impediments to discussions , since it is now also agreed , to never 
YlyveoVat παιδαριωδη καὶ PASLA , καὶ σφοδρα εμποδια τοις λογοις, ETEL ομολογησαμενος μηδε 
introduce into such discussions , as an example of one and many , the members and, at the same time 
14e τὰ τοιαδε OTAV τις EKQLOTOD τὰ PEAN τε KAL αμα 
the parts which are considered as being divisible in that assertion . Because when someone acknowledges 
μερη διελὼν τῷ AOYO , OTL 
that all those parts are collectively that one member , they are refuted and ridiculed (by the person who 
TOVTA ταῦτα ειναι EKELVO TO ὃν edeyyn καταγελῶν 
questions them) for having been forced to assert such monstrous absurdities ; that a single member is both 
διηναγκασται φαναι TEPATO , OC TO EV TE 
many and infinite in number , and that the many, is only one . 
EOTL πολλα και ATELPA καὶ TO TOAAQ ὡς μονον ὃν. 
Protarchus: But then , what other wonders do you mean , O Socrates , in relation to this same doctrine , 
dé ON ποιὰ EsTEPa xv λέγεις, ὦ Σώκρατες, περι TOV τοῦτον AULTOV λογον 
which are not yet generally acknowledged by the people ? 
α μηπῶ συγκεχώρημεξνα δεδημεῦται ; 
Socrates: 15 Whenever , O child , anyone asserts The One that is not one of those beings that come 
Onotav .ὦπαι, τις τιθηται TO EV un TOV 
into existence and perish , just as in the examples we said just now . For on the one hand, in such cases 
YLYVOLEVOV TE καὶ ATOAADHEVOV , καθαπερ ἡμεῖς εἴπομεν APTIMG , YAP LEV ἐνταῦθοι 
of unity of that kind , as we said just now , it is agreed by both parties that refutation is not necessary . 
TO EV τοιοῦτον. οπερ ξιπομδν δὴ νῦν, συγκεχώρηται KAL TO δλεγχεῖν μὴ OELV. 
But on the other hand , when anyone takes-up the assertion , whether man is one , or ox is one , or Beauty 
δὲ οταν τις επιχειρῆ τιθεσθαι ἀνθρῶπον Eva Kal βοὺυν EVA καὶ το καλον 
is one , or The Good is one , the intense interest in these and similar Unities become 
EV KOLTO ἀγαθον EV, ἢ NOAAN σπουδη μετα περι TOVTOV καὶ τῶν TOLOVTOV EVASOV YLYVETAL 
divisive conflicts of interest . 
SLALPEGEDWS αμφισβητησις. 
Protarchus: How ? 


Tac ; 
Socrates: On the one hand , our first consideration should be if any Such Monads Truly Exist . 
15b μεν Πρῶτον ὑπολαμβανεῖν δει E1VOl ει τινας τοιαῦτας μοναδας ἀληθῶς οὐσας : 
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Then in turn , how These Unities , Each One being Singular , remains Always The Same , and how They 

ειτὰ AL πῶς ταῦτας, EKMOTNHV οὐσαν μιαν αξι τὴν αὐτὴν και 
neither admit generation nor destruction , and nevertheless permanently remain This Singular Being . 
μήτε TPOGSEYOLEVYVV YEVEOLV ENTE ολεθρον, ομῶὼς βεβαιοτατα ElVaL ταῦτην μιαν : 
Then after this , if Each Unity , exists among the infinite number of entities , are we either to assume 
δὲ μετα τοῦτ EV τοῖς AL και AMELPOIG YLYVOLLEVOIG ETE θετεον 
that It is dispersed and has become many , or that It/She is entirely separated from It/Herself , which 
SLEOTOAGHEVNYV καὶ γεγονυιαν TOAAG, 68’ avTNV OANV χῶώρις αὐτῆς, oO 
would surely appear to be the most impossible notion of all , being The Same and One , becomes One 

αν én φαινοιτ᾽ αδυνατώτατον παντῶν, ταῦτον καὶ EV γιγνεσθαι EV 
and at the same time Many . These are the questions , O Protarchus , about This Kind of One and Many , 
TE και Ἔνι ἀμὰ πολλοις. ταῦτ᾽ EOTL TA , OTIpotapys, περι τα τοιαῦτα EV καὶ πολλα, 
but not of those others , which cause the utmost perplexity , if they are not brought into agreement 
15c αλλ’ οὐκ EKEIVa , αἵτιὰ απασῆς αποριας μη ομολογήθεντα 
in ἃ good way , but if in turn they are well-harmonized , they provide an abundance of advantages . 

KAAS και αὖ KOAMG EVTOPLAG : 
Protarchus: Is it not the case then , O Socrates , that we must now first work-out this matter ? 

Οὐκοῦν, ὦ Σώκρατες, ἡμὰς χρη EV TO νῦν πρῶτον διαπονησασθαῖι TOLD’ ; 
Socrates: That is indeed what I would say . 
γοῦν ὡς EYM αν φαιήην. 
Protarchus: And so , you may assume that we all agree with you about such matters ; but perhaps 
Και τοινὺν ὑπολαβὲ ἡμὰς παντας OLYYWPELV σοι τοῦσδε TA τοιαῦτα : δ᾽ LOMS 

it is best that in the present round of questions , it is good that Philebus remains unstirred . 
KPQTLOTOV EV TW νῦν ETEPOTOVTA sv Φιληβον Kewevov μη Kivelv . 


For this is the same as to say that Each of The Intelligible Ideas is both Separate and Conjoined , 
774γαρ TOTO TALTOV φησι TO EKAOTOV τῶν νοητῶν εἰδῶν διακεκριμενον καὶ ODYKPLVOHEVOV 
as in the present passage . 
OG EV TODTOIC . 
Therefore , I have made these comments , on the one hand , about The Communion 
οῦν Elpno8w Ταῦτα LEV περι τῆς KOLVOVLAG 
of The Ideas , and according to Their Unification and Distinction from One-Another , Each of Them 
TOV ELOWV TE και KATO τὴν EV@OLV και τῆν SIALPEGLV προς AGAANAG εκαστοῦυ 
Being In-Itself , in an Absolute Way . But on the other hand, in order to understand Their Capacity 
καθ’ αὐτο OTAWG : δὲ οπῶς Ἔβεκλαμβανειῖν αὐτῶν 
to Mix and Their Incapacity to ΜΙΧ, it should perhaps also be opportune to refer to the exposition 
καὶ τὴν μιξιν και την αμιξιαν, YPN 10@G και EvKALPOTEPOV διξλθειν ταῖς εξηγησεσιν 
in the Sophist , where the primary discussion of Plato is the participation with each other or 
EV XOPLOTOD , OTOD TPONYOLHEVas διαλξγεται οΠλατῶν tov μετεχειν αλλήηλων ἢ 
the non-participation of The Genera of Being . Such as , whether Likeness and Unlikeness mix , 
μη μξτεχξειν τὰ γενῆ τοῦ οντος. de Ποτερον ομοιοτῆς καὶ AVOLOLOTISG μιγνυται 
not only with one-another , but also with others , I mean Rest and Motion , and generally , whether 
OD HOVOV αλληλοις, AAAG καὶ τοις αλλοις, AEYM OTAGEL καὶ κινησει, καὶ OAWSG TOTEPOV 
The Genera of Being mix not only with themselves , but also with The Species of Being , or whether 


TO γενῆ τοῦ OVTOG οὐκ HOVOV GAANAOIC , AAAM KAL τοις εἰδεσι TOD OVTOG, y 
only Some of Them partake of one another , while others do not , is a matter for later inquiry. Therefore , 
LOVOV TO LEV QAANAOLG , τα δὲ Ob , ταῦτα μετα σκξεπτεον. 
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it appears to be absurd that The Causes Participate of those effects that they cause , but The Five Genera 


φαινεται εἰναι ATOTOV τὰ αἴτιὰ μξτεχειν τῶν αἰτιατῶν : δὲ τῶν ἡ πεμπτας γενῶν 
are The Causes of The Subsistence of all The Species. Therefore , we must never say that mixture occurs 


EOTL αἴτια τῆς VMOGTADEWS πασιν τοις EldEoL. ODV Μῆηποτε prteov τὴν μιξὴν γιγνεσθαι 
in every way ; for Beings of a Co-ordinate Order/Genera/Series will mix with each other in one way , 
775 πολλαχῶς : Yap τὰ συστοιχα μιγνῦυσθαι αλλήηλοις αλλῶς, 

while Superiors mix with those who are below Them in another way , and subordinates mix with Those 


TO KPELTTOVOL τοις Ὀφειμενοις αλλῶς, τα καταδξεστερα τοις 
who are their Betters in still another way . For on the one hand , Beings of a Co-ordinate Order 


αὐτῶν ALELVOOL αλλὼς > yap LEV τὰ KOU 
Move-about Freely through One-another and Share with one another Their Peculiar Powers ; while on the 
φοιτα δι᾽ αλλήηλῶν καὶ μεταδιδῶσιν αλληλοις τῶν OLKELO@V δυναμεῶν : 
other hand , Superiors pass through Their Subordinates , and provide a share of Their Specific/Peculiar 
δὲ τὰ YOPELSIA τῶν υφειμενῶν,, τε μεταδιδῶσι AO EALTOV τῆς ιδιοτητος 
Characteristics/Qualities/Properties to them , and exist in them through participation ; the sub-ordinates 


OLKELAG ALTOS , καὶ EOTLV EV ALTOIG κατὰ μεθεξϊν : Ta O€ 
have their foundation in their superiors , they become hearth-companions with Them and enjoy Their 


EVLOPVEL ALTA μὲν τοις KPELTTOOL , OE YLYVETAL ομξστια QUTOLG καὶ ATOAGVEL TOV 
Own Intelligible Nourishment , since They would exist in them Causally . If then , we made 
αὐτῶν νοητῶν . ὡς αν οντα EV αὕτοις KAT’ αἰἴτιαν. Eu δὴ Aeyouev 

these comments correctly , then both the species mix with one another , and so do The Genera , but 


ταῦτα ορθως τε τα ELON μιγνυται αλληλοις και TO γεν 
in accordance with The First kind of Mixture (Communion) ; for Such Fellowship is appropriate to 


KOTO TO πρῶτον E1d0¢G TNS μιξεως YAP TOLALTY ἡ KOLV@VIA EV 
Beings of a Co-ordinate Rank ; then The Genera with their species in the second way ; for They Provide 


τοῖς σύστοιχοις : καὶ τα γενῆ τοῖς ELOEOL κατα TO δεύτερον, YAP HETASLOMOL 
a Portion of Themselves to Their species ; and the species with their Genera in the third way ; for 


EQUTOV QUTOIG : και τα εξιδη τοις YEVEOL κατα TO TPITOV, γὰρ 
they have their Foundation in Them, and their Unity , and their Existence in Them, or rather , 


EVLOPDETAL αὐτοις καὶ EvICETAL και γιγνεται εν αὕτοις, δὲ μαλλον 
They exist Causally in them from a long time before , since The Fundamental Being/Underlying Reality 


EOTL KAT αἴτιαν EV ALTOIG πολλῷ προτερον, δια τὴν υποστασιν 
/Subsistence of All is in The Indivisible. And these distinctions were not invented by us , since 
TOAVTOV EV αμερει. Και ταῦτα οὐχ ἀαναπλαττομὲν ἡμεις, αλλα 
the theologians have also expressed them enigmatically through the riddle of “The Sacred Marriages”. 


οι θεολογοι και ταῦτα αἰνιττονται δια τῶν τερῶν γαμῶν: 

For on the one hand , what they call Being Mystically Married in The Absolute Sense , is a Homogeneous 
yap μεν TPOGQAYOPELOLOL μυστικῶς YAPOV OTAWS ομοφυη 
Union and Communion between The Divine Causes . and on the other hand , This Fellowship at times 


συζευξιν καὶ τὴν KOLV@VLAV τῶν θειῶὼν αἰτιῶν: δὲ ταῦτην μὲν ποτε 
they see in Co-ordinate Beings of The Same Order , and so speak of The Marriage of Hera and Zeus , 


ορῶσι EV τοις συστοιχοις , καὶ καλοῦσι γαμον Ηρας και Διος, 
of Heaven and Earth ,of Kronos and Rhea ; then at times in The Marriage of inferiors to their Superiors , 


Ovpavov καὶ Γῆς ,Kpovov και Psag: de ποτε τῶν καταδεεστερῶν τὰ KPELTTO , 
and so speak of The Marriage between Zeus and Demeter ; then sometimes , conversely , of Superiors 


και καλουσι γαμον Διος καὶ Δήμητρος: δὲ καὶ ποτὲ. δμπαλῖν τῶν KPELTTOVO@V 
with inferiors , and so they speak of the Marriage of Zeus and Kore ; since indeed on the one hand , Some 


προς TA LPELLEVA , καὶ AEYOVOL γαμον δΔιος καὶ Κορῆς, ξεπειδη μεν αλλαι 
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Marriages represent The Communion between Divine Co-ordinate Beings , while on the other hand , 
ELOLV αι κοινώνιαι προς τῶν θεῶν TA σύστοιχα, δὲ 
Some Marriages are with Divine Beings Prior to themselves , while others are with beings that come into 
αλλαι αἱι προς τα προ αὐτῶν, d€ αλλαι προς τα 
existence after These Divine Beings , and we must bear in mind the special character of each Communion 
μετα ταῦτα , καὶ δει κατανοεξιν τὴν ιδιοτητὰα EKQOTNS 
and transfer from The Gods , to The Ideas , the type of interweaving involved . 
καὶ HETAXYELV απο TOV θεῶν ETL TA ELON τὴν TOLALTHV SLATAOKNV. 
But since then the subjects it deals with have been given in due order , let us move on 
776 Αλλ᾽ επειδη τῶν πραγματῶν περι εἰρηται της ταξἕεως, φερε 
and consider the text itself . First of all on the one hand is it not the case then , that the distinction between 
Kal θεωρήσωμεν τὴν λεξιν AUTNV . πρῶτον μὲν Οὐκοῦν TO διαιῖιρεισθαι 
the beings which participate and Those that are being participated and between The Intelligibles and 
τὰ μετέχοντα και τὰ μετεχομξνα και τὰ VONTOA καὶι 
the sensibles , and by Elevating The Superior over the inferior , the text represents , The Undefiled 
τὰ αιἰσθητα, καὶ EEQIPELV τα KPELTTM TOV KATASEEOTEPO@V, μιμειτᾶι τὴν AYPAVTOV 
Power of Intellect , The Cutting-off of all that is enmattered , composite and alien from The Intellectual 
δυναμιῖν τοῦ VOL, THV ATMOKOTTOVOGV παν TO EVDAOV και σύνθετον καὶ CAAOTPLOV απο τῶν νοερῶν 
and Divine Beings . But The Placing of The Intelligible Ideas , Apart , Themselves-By-Themselves , 
Kat θειῶν οὐσιῶν : ὃξ τῷ τιθεναι TO VOEPA ELON Y OPIS avta καθ αὐτὰ 
is an image of The Implacable Power , that Maintains UnFailing Guard over Their Purity . 
απεικονιζεται τὴν ἀμειλικτον δυναμῖν, EKELVA ατρεπτῶς φυλαττοῦυσαν ETL αὑτῶν TNS καθαροτητος 
One the one hand , by The Taking-Them-up-in-Pairs , exhibits All Their Generative and Infinitely 
μεν Δια τῆς TEPIANWEDS αὐτῶν δυαδας EVSELKVLUTAL παν αὐτῶν TO YEVVITLKOV KO απει-- 
Productive Powers , and on the other hand , by The Triadic Presentation of the antithesis within them , 
—POTOLOV : δε δια τῆς τριαδικῆς EKOEDEMS τῶν αντιθεσεῶν EV EKELVOLG , 
reveals All of Their Completeness and Self-sufficiency and Their Whole Power of Producing Perfection . 
παν αὐτῶν TO TAVTEAELOV καὶ AVTAPKEG και τελεσιοῦργον 
And certainly , The Order of Their Enumeration also represents Their Continuity/Connexion and Unity ; 
Kot μὴν πηταξις MS ATAPLOUNSCEMS καὶ μιμειται αὑτῶν τὴν OLVEXELAV καὶ τὴν EVOL : 
for after (1) Likeness and Unlikeness , come (2) Plurality and Unity , then after Them , (3) Rest 
γὰρ μετα ομοιοτητα καὶ ἀνομοιοτητα,, επιφερει TO πληθος KAI TO εν, ELTA μετὰ ταῦτα, στασιν 
and Motion . Therefore , Plurality is on the one hand , Appropriately Joined to Likeness and Unlikeness , 
και κινησιν. ObvV τοπληθος μεν OLKELMG Συνηπται τὴ ομοιοτητι καὶ ἀνομοιοτητι, 
and on the other hand , Rest to Unity . If then on the one hand, as we have said , Unity and Plurality 
δὲ N] στασις TW δνι: εἰ τοινῦν μὲν , SG ELPNTAL, TO EV καὶ το πληθος 
are seen throughout The Whole of Intellect , then on the other hand , Rest and Motion are seen throughout 
θεώρειται περι τὴν OAOTHTA TOD νου, dE ῃ στασις και κινησις περι 
The Primary Genera , then Likeness and Unlikeness are seen throughout The Secondary Genera . And 50, 
τὰ πρῶτα γενῆ, SE OLOLOTHS καὶ AVOLOLOTHS περι τὰ δεύτερα : Καὶ 
The One Pair (Likeness/Unlikeness) shall never be seen in the highest degree in That Part of Intellect 
TO μὲν μηποτε OPATAL μαλιστα TO TOD VOD 
which Remains At Rest , for That also is Many and One . Whereas on the other hand , the other pair 
KATO μενον  , YAP EKELVO καὶ TOAAG και EV: τα δε 
(Rest/Motion) shall be seen to the highest degree in that Part which Proceeds ; for That which Proceeds 
κατα TO TPOLOV , YAP TO TPOLOV 
from It , also Moves in a Stable Way , then again Likeness and Unlikeness , shall be seen in 
αὐτοῦ καὶ KIVELTAL ἔἕστῶς : τὰ δε κατα 
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that Part which Returns , for every such being is both like That and unlike That to which it returns . 


TO EMLOTPEMOV , YAP παν TO τοιοῦτον OLOLOV EKELVM καὶ AVOLOLOV EKELVM προς O δπεστραπται: 
So that it is reasonable , that he should be content with these three antitheses . 
ὥστ᾽ = ELKOTMS ἡρκεσθη ταῦταις ταῖς τρισι αντιθεσεσι. 


INTELLECT 





Therefore , These are also Genera , and are more universal than the other Ideas . Thus it is with them , 
δ᾽ ovv ταῦτα και evn Kat καθολικῶώτερα αλλῶὼν ειδῶν : δὲ απ’ αὐτῶν 
with which (Socrates) he begins , following upon the arguments of Zeno . For that , he is following 


777 NPEATO επομὲᾶνος τοῖς λογοιῖς τοῦ Ζηνῶνος : YAP OTL  EMOLEVOG 
those arguments by raising these points , will be evident from what Parmenides later says to him: 


EKELVOIG εμνημονεὺσε TOLT@V, δηλῶσει καὶ ο Παρμενιδῆς λεγῶν προς MLTOV : 


“And does there appear to you to be a certain Idea of Likeness , and indeed of Unity and Plurality , 


και SOKEL OOLEWAL τι ξιδος ομοιοτητος, καὶ δή εν και πολλα, 
and surely all such entities of which you have heard from Zeno ? ” 
én ood ἤκουσες Ζηνῶνος ; 


Then “the mixing” expresses The Inseparable Communion among The Ideas/Genera and 


δε H ovyKpaoig δμφαῖινει τὴν ASLACELKTOV τὴν κοινώνιαν αὐτῶν TOV εἰδῶν KOL 
The Immaterial Bond of Their Unity ; then perhaps also Their Source-like Nature that also points-out 


τὴν αὐλον τὴν EVOOILV, δὲ 1OMG καὶ αὑτῶν τὴν THYALAV φυσιν και ενδεικνυται 
Their Primal Efficacy . For some other writers also usually speak οἵ “Mixing-bowls from The Source” , 


TPOTOLPYOV : γὰρ Tlveg αλλοι καὶ εἰώθασι λέγειν κρατηρᾶς πηγαιους., 
and then the Timaeus (41d) calls ἃ mixing-bowl , The Cause in which The Genera of Being are mixed . 


καὶ 66 ο Τιμαιος καλει κρατήρα τὴν αἵἴτιὰᾶν EVN τα γενῆ τοὺ οντος μιγνυται. 


Timaeus: Thus He Spoke , and into The Former Mixing-bowl , in which He had mixed ; when He mixed 
41d Ταῦτ εἰπε, KOLETLTOV TPOTEPOV κρατῆρα, EV ὦ ELLLOYE κεραννὺς 
The Soul of The All , again in turn , the remainder of what was used then , that He held-back , was mixed 


τὴν WOXTV TOV παντος, TAALV TA DTOAOITA τῶν προσθεν KOTEXELTO μισγῶν 
on the one hand ,to some degree the same way , but these beings on the other hand , were no longer mixed 


μεν TIVO τον αὑτον τροπον, ταῦτα δὲ ODKETL 
according to The Same Way with Invariable Purity , but in a second and third degree of purity . 
κατα ὡσαύτως ακήραταὰα «αλλα δεύτερα καὶ TPITA 
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Therefore , it is also in conformity to These Ideas that he calls the mixture a Co-mingling . For 


ovv και νταῦθα Οικειὼῶς τοῦτοις προσηγορεῦσεν τὴν μιξιν σύγκρασιν : yap 
The Philosopher knows many kinds of inter-mixing ; as on the one hand, in the Timaeus , of Zeus , 


0 φιλοσοφος olds πολλας OVYKPQOEIG, ὡς LEV εν Τιμαιὼ τὴν Auov 
and on the other hand , in the Philebus (61) of Dionysus and Hephaestus . 
δε εν Φιληβω , τὴν τε Διονυσιακην καὶ τὴν Ηφαιστικην. 


Socrates: Now then , one must either clearly conceive The Good , or at least have some imprint/ 


61 TOLVDV τοι σαφῶς λήπτεον Τὸ ἀγαθον ἢ και τινα τῦπον 
image/outline of It , in order that , as we said , we may know to what the second place is to be given . 
αὐτοῦ, ιν’, OMEP EASYOMEV, EXYMUEV OTM δεύτερα δώσομεν. 


Protarchus: You speak most correctly . 

λεγεις ορθοτατα. 
Socrates: Is it not the case then , that we have found a Road which leads to The Good ? 

Οὐκοῦν μεν εἰλήφαμεν τινα οὗον ET ταγαθον ; 
Protarchus: What road ? (Tivo ;) 
Socrates: It is just as if you were searching for some particular person , and first , you correctly learned , 
61b Καθαπερ et ζητῶν τις τινα AVOPwWTOV πρῶτον αὑτοῦ ορθῶὼς πύθοιτο 
the house in which they lived , then without a doubt you would have made great progress in finding 
τὴν οἴκησιν ιν’ οἴκει, δή που αν ἔὄχοι μεγὰα προς τῆν εὑρεσιν 
the one whom you were searching for . 
TOD CntovouEvon . 

Protarchus: How could this not be the case . (Πὼς δ᾽ ov ;) 
Socrates: And just a while ago a Reasoned (Resourceful) Argument was revealed to us , just as it was 





Kat dyn νὺν τις λογος ELNVLOEV ἡμῖν, ὥσπερ και 
in the beginning , that we must not seek The Good, in the unmixed life , but in The Mixed Life . 
κατ᾽ ἀαρχας μη ζητειν ταγαθον εν τὼ αμικτῶ PIM GAA’ εν TO μικτω. 


Protarchus: Entirely 50. (Πανὺ ye .) 
Socrates: Then there is certainly greater hope that The Object of our search will be more manifest 


μην πλειὼν Ελπις το ζητούμενον εσεσθαι φανερώτερον 
in The Well Mixed Life , rather than in one that is not . 
EV TO καλῶς μιχθεντι y EV TO μη 


Protarchus: Far more so indeed . (Πολὺ ye .) 
Socrates: Surely then let us make the mixture , O Protarchus , with a Prayer to The Gods ; 
6lc én κεραννυῶμεβνυν ,@lIp@tapyne, δξύχομενοι Totc θεοις 
whether Dionysus or Hephaestus , or whoever Gods They be Whose Office is to Preside over the mixing . 
eite Διονυσος ette Hdatotoc , 618’ οστις θεῶν ταῦτην τὴν τιμὴν διλῆχξ τῆς OVYKPAOEDG . 
Protarchus: Let us do 50, by all means . (Πανὺ μεν ovv .) 
Socrates: And we are certainly just like accomplished wine-bearers , standing beside some source . 
Και ἡμῖν μὴν καθαπερ Kpnvat οἴνοχοοιῖς παρξεστασι τισι 

The one of pleasure may be likened to a fountain of honey , while the wine-less , Sober Source 

μεν της ηδονης av απεικαζοι τὶς τὴν μειτος, ὃξ τὴν AOLVOV νηφαντικὴν 
of Presence of Mind/Mindfulness , may be likened to a fountain of austere , health-producing water , 

τῆς φρονησεῶς τινος αὐὔστηρου DYLELVOD LdATOG , 
from which , we must take to heart to mix , to the best of our ability . 
ας προθυμήτεον συμμιγνῦυναι ὡς καλλιστα 

Protarchus: How could this not be so ? (Πως yap ov ;) 
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Socrates: Surely then , before moving on , would we be most likely to succeed , 
6ld én TPOTEPOV Φερε: APA AV μαλιστα TOD καλῶς ENITOYOLLEV 
by mixing all pleasure with all Mindfulness ? 
LILYVOVTEG πασαν ἡδονὴν παση φρονήσει ; 
Protarchus: Perhaps . (σῶς .) 
Socrates: But that is not safe . But it appears to me that we can produce a plan by which 
AAW’ οὐκ ἀσφαλες. dé δοκῶ μοι av αποφηνασθαι τινα δοξαν ἡ 
we can make our mixture more free of danger . 
αν μιγνῦοιμεν ακινδυνοτερον. 
Protarchus: What do you mean . (τινα Λξγε .) 
Socrates: Just as it appeared to us , that both one pleasure was truly quite different from another , 


ὡς οἴομεθα ἡμῖν, τε yoovn Hv αληθῶὼς μαλλον etepac αλλη 
and then also one art was more precise than another art ? 
καὶ ὅη καὶ texvn axpipsotepa τεχνη ; 


Protarchus: How could they not be ; (IIc yap ov ;) 
Socrates: So that concerning the different kinds of knowledge , on the one hand , one kind turns its gaze 


Και δη διαφορος ENLOTHUNG μεν πη ETLOTH UN αποβλεπουσα 
towards things that come into being and are destroyed , while on the other hand , the other kind , turns its 
επι TO γιγνομενα καὶ ἀπολλύμενα, δε 
attention towards Beings that neither come into Being nor are destroyed , but Always Exist Uniformly 
6le δπι τὰ μητε γίγνομενα NTE ἀπολλύμενα, SE GEL OVTA καὶ ὡσαύτως 
according to The Same . Therefore , by considering them with a view to The Truth , we were led to see 
κατὰ ταῦτα. ETLOKOTMODUEVOL ταύτην εἰς το αληθες ἡγησάμεθα 


that The Latter were Truer . 

EKELVNG Elval αληθεστεραν. 

Protarchus: Quite rightly so (Πανὺ μὲν ovv op 8a .) 

Socrates: Is it not the case then , that if we first mix The Truest Sections of each , and see whether 


Οὐκοῦν εἰ προτῶν συμμιξαντες ταληθεστατα τμημαστα EKATEPAS LOOLLLEV APA 
when They are mixed together , They are able to completely Provide us The Most Well-Contented Life , 


συγκεκραμενα ταῦτα KAVA ἀπεργασαμξνα παρεξεχειῖιν ἡμῖν τον AYATNTOTATOV βιον, 
or whether we still need something else not such as these Ὁ 


ἢ Ett προσδεομεθα τινος καὶ μη τῶν TOLOLTOV ; 
Protarchus: To me at least , it appears that we should do it in this way . 


62 Εμοι γοῦν δοκξ δραν ουτῶς. 


So then finally , the expression , O Zeno , is invoked (p55) because of his knowledge and because of 


TOLVDV Τελευταῖον TO TPODPNOLV , ὦ ZNVOV , της AVAKANOEWS δια αὐτοῦ τῆς EMLOTHUNS και 
the arguments contained in him , and it expresses adherence to the theory contained in him as a whole , 


TOV λογῶν EV ALTO, EVOALVEL αντοχῆν τῆς θεώριας EV αὑτῷ oANs , 
by Socrates all but presenting and uniting himself with Zeno himself , and by means of 


TOD Σώκρατους HOVOVODYL προσαγοντος KA EVLICOVTOG EAVTOV προς AVTOV , καὶ δια 
this fellowship with Zeno , he turns himself towards The One Intellect of Parmenides . And from whence 


TNS KOLV@VLAS προς TOV Ζηνῶνα ENLOTPEMOVTOS EAVTOV εἰς TOV EVA νοῦν Παρμενιδειον: καὶ οθεν 
then , in the following conversation Parmenides responds to him , who has furnished such proofs , of his 


δὴ ὃν τοις E&NS λογοις Παρμενιδήὴς ἀποκρινεξται προς AUTOV , EvEdEYETO καθοσον, καὶ τῆς 
keenness , and of his stability , and of his inspired fury for The Divine , by one so young submitting him- 


OELTNTOG καὶ της ἀσφαλειας καὶ τῆς HAVIAG περι ταθεια, TOVOLTM@ VEOV TAPADYOLEVOV 
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self to be tested by them ; and also because , of all those who are present , he is the most fitted/adapted 


TELIPAV αὕτοις, καὶ OTL TAVTOV TOV παροντῶν EGTL μαλιστα επιτηδειος 
to be a receptacle (mixing-bowl) of this mystical doctrine of The Divine . 
προς ὑποδοχὴν περι τῆς μυστικῆς θεώριας τῶν θειῶν. 


Parmenides: So on the one hand , I am led to think that we should strenuously labor in the investigation 
129e ὃεὲ μὲν ἡγοῦμαι πανὺ AVSPELM@S πεπραγματεῦσθαι 
of these particulars ; but yet on the other hand , it would be deserving of much more admiration , 
ταῦτα : μεντ’ αν πολὺ μαλλον, αγασθειην, 
if anyone could solve the following doubt , as I said , which is itself so profoundly woven into 
El TIC αν ἔχοι ME αποριαν, ὼς AEYO, QVTNV τὴν ταῦτην TAEKOLEVTV EV 
The Ideas Themselves , in a manifold manner ; just as you demonstrated in detail about those 
130 τοις ειδεσι (Rep 510 b,510d,511c) AVTOLG παντοδαπῶς, ὥσπερ επιδειξαι διηλθετε τοις 
laid hold of by sight , so also in the same manner would demonstrate in detail about The Ideas , 


AGAUBAVOLEVOIG , και OVTMG εν τοις 
which are defined by The Reasoning Power . 
OPWLHEVOIG λογισμῶ 


The whole purpose of Socrates and the whole scope of the words under discussion are contained in 


778 toTlav βούλημα tov L@KPATOUVG καὶ O TAG σκοπος TOV AOYOV ELPNLEVOV TEPLELANTTOAL EV 
these phrases . For on the one hand , he praises the work of Zeno as having been practiced in a venerable 


τοῖς ρημᾶσιν :γὰρ μὲν ETQIVEL TOV λογον Ζηνῶνος ὡς πεπραγματευμενον AVSPELWS 
way , not only because it argues by uncovering the ignorance of the multitude , and because this work 

OL HOVOV OTL SLNAEYEE ATAPAKAALTTWS AVOLAV τῶν πολλῶν, και OTL TOLTOV AOYOV 
maintains the relation to The Being of Parmenides just as the allies/assistants are related to the Guardians. 


EXEL προς τον ον Παρμενιδην TO επικουρικον προς τοφύυλακικον, 
But Zeno has said that he wrote the work under the love of contention , for Socrates changes the , 


αλλα αὐτῷ ELPNKE γεγραφθαι TOV Aoyov ὑπο φιλονξικιας : yap μξετελαβε το 
in ἃ contentious way , into , a venerable way , by making the transformation from a passion into a 


φιλονεικὼς ElG τὸ QAVOPELMG, ποιησαμδνος τὴν μετάληψιν απο τοὺ παθοὺς εἰς τὴν 
Virtue . Or how else would it have been fitting for a young man to converse with his superior ? 


apntnv.H πὼς αλλῶς  npyoce νεὼ διαλεγεσθαι προς EALVTOV TOV KPELTTOVGL 5 
Therefore on the one hand , he surely praises , as I said , the work of Zeno with luminous attentiveness , 


ODV μὲν δη Enativet, οπερ Etmov , τὴν πραγματειαν Ζηνῶνος μετὰ λαμπρας επιστασεῶς 
but on the other hand , he diverts the inquiry from the seen to The Unseen Realm . For it has been shown 


δὲ μξταγει τὴν θεώριαν ATO τῶν OPOLEVOV επι τὰ αφανῃ. yap δεδειχθω 
that there are some Monads in those that are visible . For even if Zeno was speaking of every plurality , 


OTL ELOL τινες μοναδες EV τοῦτοις τοις OPMLEVOIC . γὰρ καὶ Et o Zyvov EAEYEV περι παντος πληθος 
that they are not devoid of Unity , whether the plurality is supposed to be an object of Intellection , or 


ὡς ἔστιν ODK EPNLOV δνος, EltE TO TANPOUG Ὀποθη τις VONTOV , ETE 
discursive reasoning or of sense-perception , for he did not attach any qualification to this plurality , but 


διανοῆτον ,ElTE καὶ ALGONTOV: yap οὐ προσετιθη ποιοτητα τοῖς πολλοις, αλλα 
he demonstrated even more absurd consequences for each plurality he postulated , but the multitude , 
E0ELKVD πολλὰ HAAAOV TOV ATOTMV EKQOTOV ὑποθεμᾶενος, AAA’ οι MOAAOL, 
to whom the argument was indeed directed , believed the argument was only concerned , in every case , 
προς οὺς oO Aoyos YE , δοκοῦν TOV λογον γιγνεσθαι μονον εκαστῶν 
with visible pluralities . Therefore , it has been demonstrated to the multitude , that there are certain 
περι TOV OPMHEVOV . οῦν Δεδειξθῳ τοις πολλοις OTL εἰσι τινες 
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Monads in the visible pluralities , that bind together their multiplicity . In the same way then , show me , 


μοναδες EV τοις ορώμδνοις καὶ σύνδεσμοι τοῦ πληθους: οὕτῶώ dn δειξατε μοι, 
says Socrates , The Communion of The Ideas in The Intelligible Realm ; in order that just as you have 


φησιν O LOKPATIS , τὴν KOLV@VIAV τῶν εἰδῶν EV τοῖς VONTOIC : wa ὥσπερ δδειξ- 

shown to the multitude , that visible entities are both many and one , in the same way , you may show that 

πατε τοις πολλοις τὰ ορῶμενα καὶ πολλα καὶ δν, τον αὔὑτον τροπον επιδειζητε 

all The Beings in The Upper Realm are Mingled-with One-another and Distinct-from One-another ; 
TOVTO KQKEL συγκρινομενα αλλήηλοις καὶ SLAKPIVOLEVG AT’ αλληλῶν : 

and Socrates could be saying on the one hand , that he was persuaded that the many of that visible realm 


KOLO LOKPATHS AV ELTOL μεν οτι πεπεισθαι τὰ πολλα κακεινα 
are united with one-another in every way , since these visible entities are indefinite ; but on the other 


ηνῶνται αλληλοις παντῶὼς ὡς ταῦτα αοριστα,, δὲ 
hand , he is investigating how They are United ; for Their Absolute Simplicity leads him to doubt , if 
Cntet πῶς NV@OVTIAL : γὰρ αὐτῶν τὴν ἀπλοτητα δια απορει, δι 
They can be both Unified and Distinct , at the same time , whereas the composite character of the visible 


και ἡνῶνται και διηρηται αμα ; ως τῶν συνθετῶν ορατῶν 
realm makes it easy to recognize that they have both characteristics . Therefore , it is not whether they 


EVKOAMSG YLYVM@OKOMEVO@V OTL TETOVOEV αμφω : οὖν Ovy1 El 
are Unified and Distinct , he would say , but how these characteristics will be well-accepted in Them , 


779 NVOVTAL καὶ SLAKEKPITAL , AV ELMOV , AAA πῶς ταῦτα EOTAL ευπαραδεκτα EV EKELVOLC , 
just as they are in visible things ? For there are many things that we know are possible , but we seek after 


καθαπὲερεὲν τοις OPATOIC ; yap πολλὰ ott sldoteg δυνατα, Cnter 
how they are so . For instance , we know that The Gods even have Foreknowledge of events based on 


TO πῶς : OlOV , ειδοτες OTL οιθεβδοι Ka προνοοῦσιν τῶν EVOEYO— 
chance , in ἃ complete way , yet we seek after how They Fore-know . Therefore , in the same way , 
—HEVOV OAWS ‘ Cntovpev TOG MPOVOODLOLV : ODV ODTOG 
even though we know there is Unity and Distinctness among The Ideas , we seek after how this is so , 


και εἰδοτες διναι ἐενῶσιν καὶ διάκρισιν εντοις ειδεσι, ζητοῦμεν πῶς EOTIV: 
for it is thus by searching , that we will discover The Unifying Cause of The Intelligibles . For there must 


YAP VTAPYEL OLTH CNTOLSIV AVEDPELV TO EVOTOLOV αἴτιον TOV νοητῶν : γὰρ δὃει 
be a Single Cause of Their Inter-mingling , just as The Intelligibles are The Causes of The Communion 


ειναι μιὰν αἴτιαν τῆς μιξεῶς, ὥσπερ TO νοητὰ EOTIV αἵτιὰ τῆς κοινωῶνιας 


etween sensible entities ; for the community in these comes from Those Monads . And so on the one 
TOV αἰσθητῶν : YAP Cl κοινῶναι EV TOLTOLG NKOVOL AT EKELVOV μοναδες. Και μὲν 
hand , this is the whole thought of this text . But on the other hand , about the all-various interweaving 


οὔτος ο σύμπας νοὺς τῶν AEEEOV : δε περι τῆς παντοδαποὺς διαπλοκῆης 
we have spoken before : About The Co-ordinate Beings that Mingle with One-another , and about 


ELPNTAL TMPOTEPOV και τὰ σύστοιχα OTL μιγνυται αλληλοις, και 
the subordinate beings that have community with Those Above them , and about The Superiors that Give 


τὰ KOTASEEOTEPA κοινῶνξι τοις ὑψηλοτεροις, και τα KPELTTM μεταδιδῶσιν 
of Themselves to those below , and about how each of them is differentiated from itself and combined 
EQAVTOV τοῖς DOELLEVOLG , και EKQOTOV διακρινεται αφ᾽ εαῦυτου καὶ συγκρινεται 
with itself . And that on the one hand , we may philosophically call these relationships , inter-weavings , 
προς EAVTO : KAL μὲν φιλοσοφῶς ονομασεις ταῦτα διαπλοκης 
but on the other hand , theologically , sacred marriages , and the entities generated in common by them , 
δὲ θεολογικῶς., 1EPOLG γάμοὺῦὺς, καὶ τας απογεννήσεις κοινᾶαὰς αὐτῶν 
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offspring . Therefore , this is the way he also proceeds in the Sophist , then , this is also the way of 


TOKOUG : δὲ οὕτω QUTOG και εν ZXodiotn, ὃὲ ταῦτα και 
Socrates in the Philebus when he says that he would be in awe , if anyone could rise-up from sensibles 
ο L@Kpatyns ev Φιλῆβω — edeye θαυμασασθαι, El τις αναδραμοι ATO τῶν αἰσθητῶν 


to The Monads of The Ideas , and show that Each One of Them is One and Multifarious . 
ETL TAG μοναδας TOV ELOOV , καὶ ETLOELEOL EKAOTHV EKELV@V οὐσαν EV καὶ πληθους. 


Antiphon: 4  Pythodorus said , that when Socrates had said these things , he believed , 

130 0 Πυθοδωῶρος Eon , δη TOL Σωκρατοὺς AEyYOVTOG ταῦτα, ALTOS οἴεσθαι 

that on the one hand , both Parmenides and Zeno would be annoyed at several particulars of his , 
LEV te τον Παρμενιδὴν καὶ tov Znvava αχθεσθαι Eb’ εκαστοῦυ, 

but that on the other hand , they offered-up their mind entirely , to what he said , 


δὲ τοὺς προσέχξιν τον νοῦν TAVD τε αὐτῶ: 
and frequently looking at each other , smiled , as if in admiration of Socrates . 


Kat θαμα βλεποντας εις AAANAOUG μειδιαν ὡς ἀγαμένους TOV L@KPATY : 
And that once he ceased to speak , Parmenides then spoke , saying... 
καὶ οπερ αὑτοῦ TALOGLEVOD εἴπειν TOV Παρμενιδὴν ovv φαναι 


From these words it is clear to those willing to take notice , that on the one hand , Pythodoros 


EK τοὐυτῶν SNAOV τοις βούλομενοις KATAVOELV , OTL LEV O Πυθοδωῶρος 
is also more unperfected in disposition than Socrates . For , first of all , he has not understood the mode 
στιν καὶ ατελέστερος τὴν ELV LOKPATOLG : YAP πρῶτον LEV OD ODLVIKE TOV TPOTOV 


of the remarks of Socrates ; that they were calling-forth the knowledge of these men , and transforms 


780 τῶν AOYOV LOKPATIKOV , OTL ELYOV TPOKANOLV τῆς ENLOTHUNS TOV ἀνδρῶν, και μεταθεσιν 
the hypothesis into an inquiry of a higher order ; instead Pythodorus supposes that the reply of Socrates 


τῆς LUMOVEGEWS EN τινα CHTNOLV DYNAOTEPOV , AAA’ LTEAAB OV τὴν QUTOV 
was solely made for the sake of refutation and for the love of contention. Furthermore , he has not 
απαντήησιν ποιεισθαι EVEKEV EAEYYOD καὶι φιλονεικιας : EMELTO ov 


grasped the greatness of these men , even though he is on most familiar terms with them , but he thinks 
KOTOAVEVONKE TO μεγεθος TOV AVSPOV , OLSETM οἷς ἣν OLKELOTATOG  TOLTM@V, AAA’ οἴεται 
that they will react in a cold and sophistical way and be annoyed by objections . But 


αὐτοὺς TAGYELV WOYPOV και GOOLOTLKOV πραγμα καὶ AYAVAKTELV προς τοὺς ἀποροῦντας. dE 
he has been moved to this , first of all , from Zeno also saying that, “as you believe , the work 


Κεκινηται προς τοῦτο, πρῶτον HEV ATO TOV Ζηνῶνα καὶ εἰπεῖν TOD ὡς OLEL TOV AOYOV 
was written by me ,by being under the influence of the love of honor”, and then by the words of Socrates, 


γεγραφθαι μοι, Ὁπο φιλοτιμιας : ENELTA ATO τῶν AOYOV Σώκρατους, 
“and he tries to deceive us , by implying that he does not mean these things” and “if anyone shows that 


καὶ εξαπατατὲ μας ὡς MPOELPNKE OTL οὐ λέγοντες ταῦτα, καὶ El TIC EMLOELGElEV OTL 
The Like Itself is Unlike would be monstrous” and that “he demonstrates nothing marvelous in showing 


TO OLOLOV ALTO EOTLV ἀνομοιον TEPAG και οτι δεικνῦειν = ovd EV θαῦμαστον EOTIV 
that these (Like-Unlike) come-together/coincide in sensibles” . And so from other such remarks as these , 
ταῦτα σύντρεχοντα ETL τῶν αἰσθητῶν, και δὴ εξ αλλὼν τοιούτων τινῶν 
on the one hand , he supposes Socrates to be more course than he should have been , but them , on the 

LEV ὑπέλαβεν TOV ειναι φορτικώτερον τοῦ OEOVTOG , τοὺς 
other hand , to be slightly more cold-hearted than befits the philosophic disposition . Thus , on the one 
δε σμικροτερον ψυχροτεροὺς ἢ KATA φιλοσοφον εξιν : αλλ᾽ μεν 
hand , from these considerations it is clear , that he is more imperfect according to his way of life , and 
εκ τουτῶν δηλον OTL EOTL ατελξστερος κατα τὴν Conv , και 
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because he is disturbed by the difficulties of Socrates , and by not following/grasping neither the object 


OTL TOPOATTETAL και EV ἀποριῶν Σώκρατους, καὶ ὡς οὐ παρηκολουθήῆκεν OVTE TH σκοπῷ 
of Socrates nor the purpose and the high-minded intentions of those Divine Men ... But neither is he 


TOD LOKPATOLG OVTE TH προθεσξι καὶ TY μεγαλοφροσύνη TOV EKELVOV θειῶν AVOPOV... Οὐδὲ εστι 
unphilosophical in disposition , nor is he a sophist , since after all , it is he , who reports the conversation , 
αφιλοσοφος KATA TO θος οὐδε GOLOTIKOG , γοῦν αὕτος AMAYYEAA@V τὴν συνοῦσιαν, 
nor does he keep his own feelings in secret , in order to give the report to everyone and reveal a picture 


οὐδὲ TO Eavtov παθος aTEKPOWEV, Va εξαγγελλη πασιν και εκφαινη τὴν 
of the life of those who took part in the first conversation. And thus , he reveals to the second audience , 


Conv τῶν TETEAEKOTOV τὴν πρώτην OVOLAV : TE OLV δεικνυσιν τοις δευτεροις ἀκροαταῖς 
both his own imperfection and The Superabundant Knowledge in The Mind of his teachers. For 


καὶ τὴν EAVTOD ATEAELAV καὶ LMEPTANPN τῆς ENLOTHUNS τὴν διανοιαν TOV διδασκαλῶν.. YAP 
first of all , he says , that “they offered-up their mind” to Socrates , recognizing his inspired excitement 
πρῶτον HEV, φησι, Οὔτοι προσεῖχον TOV νοῦν αὐτῷ, κατανοοῦντες αὐτοῦ τὴν EVOEOV TTOLOAV 
and his drive towards the conception of The Immaterial Realm . Then afterwards , “they looked at 


καὶ τὴν OPUNV EXL τὴν νοήσεις τας αὐλοὺς ᾿: Ἔπειτα ameBAETOV εις 
each other” , as if they thought that Socrates was already naturally revealing their own mystical doctrine , 


αλληλοὺῦὺς, ὡς TOLD LAKPATOVS NON αὐτοφυὼς EUOALVOVTOG αὐτῶν τὴν μυστικὴν θεωώριαν : 
for that which they had said to one another in secret , this they now heard Socrates 


781 γὰρ α ADLTOL ἔλεγον προς AAANAOUG EV ἀπορρήτοις, ταῦτα AKNKOAOLV TOLD LOKPATOLG 
stirring-forth by virtue of his innate genius . And then “they smiled” , as if in admiration of Socrates . 
avakivovvtog δι’ EDOLIAV : EMEITA εμειδιὼν ὡς AYApEvol TOV LOKpATN , 
Therefore , this response is a symbol of their goodness ; for they were not dispirited by his objections , 


δὲ τοῦτο EMOLODV σύμβολον αὐτῶν TIS AYABOTNTOS : YAP οὐ συνεστάλησαν EK TOV ἀποριῶν, 
but rejoiced in finding a worthy recipient/receptacle of their own doctrines . And through these words 
αλλ’ ηἡσθησαν εὐποντες ETAELAV LTOSOYNV τῶν OUKEL@V SOYHAT@V. καὶ ALO τῶν AOY@V 
Parmenides is also moved , to touch him , “once Socrates ceased to speak” . Surely in this phrase , 


0 Tlappevidns καὶ KIVELTOL , προς ATTETAL AVTOV TOL Σώκρατους παυσαμξνου,, δη τοῦτο 
Plato has also imparted to us a Divine Symbol . For surely the soul preparing to participate of the 


tov Πλατῶνος και παραδιδοντος TL θειον σύμβολον. YAP bY της ψυχῆς εἰς HETOLVOLAV τῆς 
Divine Presence of its Superiors , must exert itself to stir up and rekindle the divine spark within itself , 


TOV DELMV TOV KPELTTOVOV Δει TPO AVAKIVELW καὶ AVACwMLPELV TO DELOV EQDTOV, 
but when The Illumination From Above is at hand one must be silent ; which surely Socrates also does ; 


δὲ τῆς ελλαμψεὼῶὼς εκειθεν NKOvONS ἤρεμειν ; ο δη O LMKPATIS και ποιεῖ: 
and by his words having unfolded and exhibited his fitness to them , for the participation , 


καὶ δια TOV AOYOV AVATAWOUAG KAL ENLGELYAG EXAVTOD EMITISELOTHTA AVTOLG προς τὴν μεταληψιν 
he stops his words , and receives the beginnings of the conversation of the midwife , from them to him . 


παύεται TOV AOYOV , καὶ δεχεταῖ TAG MPOLOLGAG DLVOLOLAG HALELTIKAG εξ EKELVMV εἰς ALTOV. 


Parmenides: O Socrates , how worthy of admiration could your zeal in the pursuit of these doctrines be ! 
130 ὦ Σώκρατες, ὡς αξιος ayao8at εἰ της ορμῆς ὃεπι τῆς τοὺς λογους. 


On the one hand , Parmenides has been moved to speak , as he himself says , by observing 
μὲν 0 Tlappevides Κεκινήται προς τοὺς Aoyous , ὡς αὑτος AEYEL, ιδῶν 
the keenness and the verve/vitality of Socrates , who is not content to remain among sensibles , nor to be 


τὴν OELTNTA καὶ τὴν ορμὴν την Σώκρατους, οὐκ AVEYOLEVOD LEVELV ETL TOV OPOLEVOV , οὐδὲ 
still busying himself among The Co-ordinate Monads in that realm , but on the other hand , he has raised 
ETL πολυπραγμονοῦυντος τας KATATETAYHEVAG μοναδες EV AVTOIG , αλλ’ αναφεροντος 
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his own Intellect to The Intellectual Monads Themselves , Immaterial and Partless , and 50, just like 
EAVTOD TOV νοῦν ET” τας νοερᾶς μοναδας ALTAG καὶ αὐλοὺς καὶ ALEPLOTOUG , καὶ δη KATH 

a circle returning to itself , from the procession into plurality , back again to The One Itself , in this way 
TWO KUKAOV TOALV ET’? αὐτο, ATO τῆς προοδοῦὺ τῆς ETL TO πληθοὺς TO EV ποιου-- 
imitating The Divine Realm , unfolding what follows after The Power that generates the secondary orders 
πμξνου τὰ θεῖα, ανελισσοντα τὰ μετὰ τὴν δυναμιν γονιμὸν τῶν devTEPw@V 
and turning back the limit/completed term of the procession , to its own beginning . For as we have said , 

TO περας τῆς TPOOSOD EM τῆν OLKELAV ἀρχὴν . YAP, ὡς ELPNTAL, 

that while Zeno , was mainly contending against the multitude , Socrates was withdrawing from plurality 
Tov Ζηνωνος, πολλακις αγωνιζομενοῦ προς τοὺς πολλοὺς, 0 LwKpatns αφισταμενος TOD πληθοὺς 
and ascending to the One ; for as Zeno was uniting plurality , Socrates himself was fleeing upwards 

782 AVELOL ETL TO EV , EKELVOD EVICOVTOG TO πληθους, QUTOG αναφευγῶν 

from the many , and returning to The Parmenidean Unity . For on the one hand , {The Monad} is 

απο TOV πολλῶν και επιστρεφῶν ETL τὴν Παρμενιδειον τὴν EvM@OoLV : yap μὲν {η LOvN} 
Appropriate to Beings of a Paternal and Monadic Nature ; but on the other hand {The Dyad} ; is 

OlKELO τοις πατρικοις καὶ μοναδικοις δὲ 
Appropriate to The Generative Power from Them that leads to Plurality ; to Beings of The Second Order , 
ἡ γονιμὼς δύναμις ATO τουτῶν και ἡ μεχρι TOL πλήθους, δεῦτεροις 

then to those after Them , the power in the third order ; of conversion and of leading up to The Abiding 
δὲ τοις μετὰ ταῦτα τριτοις ἡ ENLOTPENTLKN] καὶ ἀναγῶγος ETL τὴν μενουσαν 
Cause , those that have proceeded . Surely then , this is what Socrates has done , according to his rank , 
QUTLAV τῶν TPOEABOVTOV . dN ODV Τοῦτο TOD LOAKPATOLG ποιησααντος KATA EALTOD τὴν TAELV, 
and so Parmenides having been moved , it still remains to converse with Socrates . For The Gift 

kot οΠαρμενιδὴῆς κεκινηται ἄλοιῖπον εἰς τὴν KOLV@VIAV προς AVTOV : YAP ἡ μεταδοσις 
from The First Causes are not conferred upon beings of the third rank before The Conversion Itself , 


τῶν πρῶτον OD παραγιγνεται τοῖς τριτοις προ τῆς επιστροφης, 

but The Perfection from Them comes by means of The Conversion to make The Conjunction with Them . 
αλλα τὴν TEAEAV EKELVO@V δια τῆς ἐπιστροφῆς {ποιξι} συναφην προς ALTO. 
Therefore , as we said , being moved , Parmenides begins on the one hand , from the salutation , 

dg , ὥσπερ ειπομδν. KivnGetc , OPYETAL LEV απο τῆς OVAKANOEDG , 
which summons Socrates to himself . For the , O Socrates , is not an empty name here , but signifies 

συλλεγῶν = ALTOV εἰς EAVTOV : YAP TO ὦ Σώκρατες, EOTLV OD WIAOV OVO , αλλ’ 
the unification of his soul with that of Parmenides . For it is this that is The Authentic Socrates , 
EVMOLG AVTOVTNGWLOYNG περι EkElvodD : γὰρ τοῦτο OAANOIVOS Σώκροτης, 
which in addressing , he appears to be doing nothing else , than drawing together itself , the soul of the 
OV AVAKAAOLHEVOG s0lKEV ποῖεῖν οὐδὲν αλλο, ἢ OLVQYELV αὔὕτην τὴν ψυχὴν TOD 
young man , and uniting it with his own Intellect . Then to the salutation he joins praise , which 

VEOD καὶ EVODV προς TOV OLKELOV νοῦν. dé TH AvaKAnost Προστιθησι το Ematvov , oO 


is surely the gift of abundant power ; for the praise coming from Divine Men makes 

EOTL δη μεταδοσις TAELOVOS δυναμεῶς : γὰρ OL ETALVOL παρα TOV DEL@V ἀνδρῶν ποιοῦσι 

the well-disposed youth even more vigorous , for the reception of Greater Goods . Hence in praising 
τοὺς EDMLELG VEOUG EPPOHLEVEDTEPOUG προς τὴν αντιληψιν TOV LELCOVOV ἀγαθῶν : ODV ETALVEL 
his passion for The Intellectual Realm , he is also imparting to him a More-perfect Power. But in the 
TE αὐτοῦ τὴν NTOLAV περι TA VONTA, καὶ μεταδιδῶσι τὴν TEAEM@TEPAG δυναμξεξῶς. SE ETL 
third place , he interrogates him about The Foundation/Subsistence of The Ideas , arousing 


Τριτον τουτοιῖς διερῶτα AVTOV περι τῆς ὑποστασξεῶς τῶν ELOMV, ανξεγειρῶν 
The Intellectual ; for to what else does it belong to enquire into Intelligibles than to The Intellect and 
TO VOEPOV : YAP TIVOGAAAOD εστιν το θεῶρειν TAVONTA ἢ νου και 
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The Intellectual Life ? If then , on the one hand, by saluting him , he gave him unity with himself , 


vospag Cans ; Et towvov μὲν EK TIS AVAKANOEWS HETASESMKEV EVOOEMS αὐτῶ, 
then by praising , power , then by his questioning , intellectual insight , then again , from all this 


δὲ EK TOD ENALVODL , SUVALEMG , OE EK τῆς EPMTNOEWS , VOEPAS επιβολης, καὶ παλιν EK τουτῶν 
it is clear in what manner it is The First Causes , among The Gods also , that Provide The Unity , Power 


δηλον οπῶς τὰ πρῶτα αἴτια ενθεοις και παραγεῖ TE EVWOLV καὶ τὴν δυναμιν 
and Intellect of The Secondary Order . But what the question is (that he asks) , we will see next . 


καὶ TOV νοῦν τῶν SELTEP@V. Αλλα τις ἡ ἐρώτησις, θεωρησομεν εφεξης. 


10/16/ 2009 
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